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May 25,2001 

Mr. John Ryan 
Special Projects Engineer 
Operations Organization 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 
5750 Almaden Expressway 
San Jose, CA 95118-3686 

Subject: Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis 

Final Report 

Dear Mr. Ryan: 

Hilton Famkopf & Hobson, LLC is pleased to submit this final report for the Water 
Utility Cost of Service Analysis. It has been a privilege assisting the District with the 
preparation of its first cost of service study. 

The report indicates that the District's rate-making practice of pooling costs has a 
balanced effect in setting rates for its diverse customer base. The report also indicates 
that, although further refinements should be considered, the District compares well 
with its peer wholesale water supply agencies. 

Very truly yours. 


HILTON FARNKOPF & HOBSON, LLC 
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Section l. Executive Summary 


1.1. Introduction 


1-1.1. Scope and Purpose 


In the Water Utility Performance Audit completed in April 2000, a recommendation was 
made for the District to conduct a comprehensive cost of service study. The District's 
Board of Directors identified this project as a critical and important assessment. The 
goal of this project is to update the District's methods for determining the cost of 
providing service to each of its customer classes. As part of the project, other agencies' 
cost of service practices were compared with the District and recommendations were 
made for improving the District's management of data required to determine the cost of 
service. 


The purpose of the project is to provide the District with a model for relating costs to 
each ot the District's customer classes. This information will be useful in evaluating and 
improving its rate-setting practices in the future. The results of the cost of service 
analysis will allow the District to compare its rates, which reflect Board policy, with unit 
costs of service, which are derived from the consistent application of cost allocation 
formulae, which do not reflect Board policy. As part of the project, other agencies' cost 
of service practices were compared with the District . The information gained about 
other agencies' approaches to following cost of service principles in setting their rates 
indicates where the industry trends are heading, some of which be relevant to the 
District. Finally, recommendations were made for improving the District's 
management of data required to determine the cost of service. The information 
concerning improvements in data management augments findings in the District's 
Performance Audit, by focusing on the needs of rate setting. 

The District contracted with Hilton Farnkopf & Hobson, LLC to conduct this project 
under Agreement No. A2370, dated September 19, 2000. The project was performed as 

a series of three technical memoranda, which were converted into the sections and 
-Appendix of the present report. This Executive Summary briefly summarizes the 

findings from Sections 2, 3, and 4. 
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1-1.2. Background 

The Performance Audit (Section 5, pages 11 and 12) recommended that the District have 
an independent professional services firm perform a comprehensive cost of service 
study. It was also recommended that the District "apply the findings of the cost of 
service study to its current user rate methodology, making adjustments as necessary." 
This second recommendation was conditioned by the observation that "Many utilities 
use cost of service studies primarily or background information, treating rate setting as 
a policy exercise." These two recommendations stemmed from several specific 
observations in the Performance Audit: 

• The cost of service information used to develop rates may be outdated, especially for 
north and south County customers. 

• The cost of service derivation may require additional support. 

• Subsidies between customer classes may exist. 

• Agricultural water pricing may be "unfair". 

The general import of the Performance Audit's recommendations was that the District 
should review its cost of service and rate setting practices to bring them up to date and 
eliminate inequities, if any. The present cost of service analysis addresses the first 
recommendation and provides additional information about the rate setting at other 
wholesale water agencies. 


1-2. Cost of Service Analysis 

The District sets its rates to recover costs from its M&I and agricultural customers 
located in its two zones. The District develops its revenue requirements and rates using 
a financial planning model. The model identifies and allocates its operating and capital 
costs based on appropriate measures, factoring in policies established by the Board and 
provisions of the District Act. There are two key factors in particular that influence the 
District's cost of service analysis. 

• Because the District's groundwater and surface water resources are operated 
conjunctively, the majority of costs should be pooled. 

• Agricultural rates will be limited to no more than 25% of non-agricultural rates by 
the District Act. Recent Board policy established an agricultural limit of 10% of non- 
agricultural rates. 
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rates. In the cost of service analysis in the present report, different models we 
prepared to study the ©if ecto oh pooling. Iris important to recognize that these models 
do not make any adjustments for the 25% limit on agricultural rates, however. 


1-2,1. Analytical Approach 

As the name implies, a cost of sendee analysis determines how much it costs to provide 
services. The analysis involves allocating costs to sendees in a mechanistic fashion. If an 
agency's policy is to establish rates based on the cost of providing service, then the rate 
schedule reflects the unit costs of service. Rates are the charges that are designed to 
generate the revenue to recover the costs. 

An agency's rate design often implements policies in addition to cost recovery. 
Conservation or increasing block rates are one example. Water and electric power rates 
often implement elements of social policy through lifeline rates to provide affordable 
services to all income strata. 

Six steps were followed to develop a cost of service model for the District: 

® Financial data. List all of the costs that must be covered by the Water Enterprise's 
sources of available revenue. This analysis used budget information at the job- 
number level; 

® Services. Identify the types of service provided. The District's services are 
differentiated by the specific water charges that are collected depending on the type 
of water, the customer (agricultural or Municipal and Industrial), and the area or 
zone; 

e Allocation factors. Derive the allocation factors that will correlate the cost elements 
with one or more types of service; 

® Cost allocations. Allocate each cost among types of services using the 
corresponding allocation factor; 

® Costs of services. Total all costs associated with each service to determine the total 
cost of service for each service; and 

« Unit costs of services. Divide the cost for each service by the corresponding units of 
service to determine the unit cost of service. 


wo versions of tit 


service model were prooticec 


pooled cost model ana 


the pooled cost model. Both models rely on the same allocation factors, but differ 
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The first model, unpooled cost model, applied allocation factors to each cost. The 
resulting allocations were totaled to determine the unit costs for each service (i.e., 
groundwater, untreated surface water, treated water, and recycled water for M&I and 
agricultural customers in Zones W-2 and W-5). 

In the unpooled cost model, each allocation factor allocated costs in proportion to flow 
or related measures to each service as though they were distinct, unrelated services. 
Because of the District's conjunctive use management of its water supplies, there are 
relationships between groundwater and treated water services that are not captured by 
certain of the cost allocation factors when they are applied individually. 

In the second model, the pooled cost model, allocations that were related to 
interdependent functions were aggregated or pooled. The pooled cost model 
segregated other costs that are specifically attributable to individual services. The result 
is that the pooled cost model calculated a pooled cost for interdependent functions and 
a specific cost for functions distinct to each of the District's services. 


1-2.2. Findings 

The cost of service analysis resulted in two cost allocations for comparison with the 
District's existing cost recovery pattern (based on how much revenue is paid by 
customers) and the District's existing rates. The differences tend to be large in most 
cases in either dollar amounts, percentages, or both. 

1-2.2.1. Cost Allocations 

Table 1-1 compares the cost allocations with the revenue received under the District's 
existing rates. The table shows the dollar amounts as percentages of the total. For 
example, 41.74% of the District's revenue from existing rates is paid for groundwater by 
M&I customers in Zone 2. The percentages for the unpooled and pooled allocations 
show the shift in dollars, as a percent of the total. For example, where 41.74% of 
existing rate revenue is paid for Zone 2 groundwater by M&I customers, only 30.17% is 
paid in the unpooled cost model. 

The largest amounts of dollars are associated with groundwater and treated water, 
which is also where the greatest swings in percentages occur. Table 1-1 yields two key 
findings: 
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Table 1-1 



Alices - C . as a Percent if iota! 

Service 

Existing 

Rales 

Unpooled 
Cost ^odel 

Rddied 

Cost Model 

1. Groundwater 

Zone W-2 




MSI 

41,74% 

30.17% 

33.33% 

Ag 

0.09% 

0.45% 

0.71% 

Zone W-5 




MSI 

2.91% 

4.8B% 

6.43% 

Ag 

0.40% 

5.77% 

s.ri% 

Subtotal 

45.14% 

41.27%. 

49.25% 

2. Surface Water 

Zone W-2 




MSI 

0.19% 

0.17% 

0.15% 

Ag 

0.02% 

0.10% 

0.15% 

Zofte W-5 




M&l 

0.02% 

0.04% 

0.04% 

Ag 

0.0:1%: 

0.16% 

0.16% 

Subtotal 

0.24% 

0.4/'% 

0.50% 





Contract 

49.85% 

52.21% 

45.06% 

Non-contract 

4.64% 

5.95% 

5.14% 

Subtotal 

54.49% 

58.16% 

50:18% 

4= Recycled Water 

Zone W-5 





0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 


0.13% 

0.09% 

0.07% 


0.13% 

G.09% 

0.07% 


100,00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 


9 The unpooled and pooled cost allocations yield the opposite effect in how they 
allocate costs to groundwater and treated water compared with existing revenue. 
The unpooled cost model allocates less to groundwater and more to treated water. 
The pooled cost model has the reverse effect. 

® The revenue from existing groundwater and treated water rates falls midway 
between the unpooled and pooled cost models. 

The District's rate setting results in an allocation of costs that falls between one model in 
which no costs are pooled and the other model in which costs are pooled. 

1.2.22. Unit Costs of Services 

The net effect of the allocation differences is shown in Table 1-2, which shows the unit 
costs for groundwater and treated water. 
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Table 1-2 

Unit Costs of Services ($/AF) 



Groundwater 

T reated 
Water 
(Contract) 

Zone 2 

Zone 5 

M&I 


M&I 


Existing Rates 

$310 

$31 

$115 

$11.50 

$380 

Pooled Cost Model 

$248 

$248 

$254 

$254 

$343 

Unpooled Cost Model 

$224 

$158 

$192 

$167 

$398 


With respect to groundwater unit costs, the existing agricultural rates are simply one- 
tenth of the M&I rates within each zone. In the pooled model, the M&I and agricultural 
rates are the same by zone, which is to say that the pooling in the pooled cost model 
does not recognize differences between M&I and agricultural uses. The consequence of 
the agricultural rate cap is a range in costs between M&I and agriculture in each zone 
that is much greater than the range in the unpooled cost model, which recognizes 
differences within each zone. 

The treated water unit costs are not as varied as the groundwater unit costs between the 
three models because the treated water rates apply only to non-agricultural water. 


1-3. Alternative Cost of Service Approaches 

1-3.1. Basis for Comparison 

Twelve other agencies supplying water to wholesale purchasers were surveyed to 
determine their approaches to cost of service analysis. Overall, the agencies surveyed 
represent a wide-ranging group from which to draw industry trends and to serve as a 
basis for comparison with the District, which shares some common elements, but which 
also has its own unique qualities. Like several of the agencies surveyed, the District 
provides service to M&I and agricultural customers, although the District serves a 
larger portion to agricultural customers than is commonly found. Some of the other 
agencies also provide both groundwater and surface water, although the relative 
proportion of groundwater is higher at the District than was found at other agencies. 

In surveying these agencies, three questions were explored: 

• What are the agency's cost of service objectives? 

• What are the rate structure's strengths and weaknesses? 

• What potential changes in the rate structure are being considered? 


Hilton Famkopf & Hobson, LLC 


1-7 













There is a wide range of different approaches to setting rates in the survey sample. 


Some agencies have only volumetric charges, like the District. These agencies typify 

service areas in which discdsrii : 'ifttefciber -agencies is comparatively 

minimal. 

The majority of agencies have both fixed and volumetric charges. The fixed charges 
generate on average 15% of the rate revenue. 

The broad range of revenue generated by fixed charges (from virtually zero to as 
much as 




By comparison with these agencies, it is apparent that the District is unique because of 
its comparatively large agricultural customer class and its intensive conjunctive use of 
groundwater, local surface water, and imported water. None of the other agencies has 
a similar mix of circumstances. Nonetheless, the District's rates do not fall outside the 


norm. The District also has other constraints in setting agricultural rates and in 
managing its resources that combine cost of service analysis with policy to achieve rates 
that reflect not only the burden that customer classes place on the system, but the 
benefits associated with the service. Other agencies have also adjusted their rates to 
embrace considerations that pure cost allocation formulas miss. 
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1-4. Data Management Improvements 


1-4.1. Background 

Cost of service analysis relies on detailed financial and operational data so that costs can 
be allocated to services. The District took advantage of this opportunity to request an 
evaluation of its cost of service data to determine any possible improvements in 
identifying the cost of water at all points of delivery. Part of the District's interest in 
improving data management stems from recommendations in the Performance Audit 
(Section 5, page 8 et seq.) concerning expense budgeting and water sales forecasts. In 
both cases, it was recognized that forecasts may include overly conservative 
contingencies to allow for forecasting imprecision. It was recommended that the 
District review "the interface between the water demand forecast and revenue 
forecasting functions" to establish explicit policies for these contingencies. 


1-4.2. Findings 

Although there is abundant accounting and regulatory precedent for maintaining cost 
recovery data in a standard format for water enterprises, there are also abundant 
unique practices encountered in the industry. However, at larger agencies, the 
standard is more commonly followed and the District is a good exemplar. The District 
maintains its budgets in award-winner style and had no difficultly producing 
operational data for developing cost allocations. 

The District's record keeping and data management appears to serve its purposes for 
routine management functions and was readily usable for performing cost of service 
allocations. The District's chart of accounts follows the standard for utility accounting 
and its operational data on flows allows it to isolate reaches of the system for analysis. 
Although the present cost of service analysis did not determine point-to-point or 
wheeling costs, the District maintains the data that would allow it to do so. 

The comments in the Performance Audit regarding overly conservative contingencies are 
well taken and valid. It is important to realize that the District's financial structure is 
self-regulating. Any revenue imbalance (i.e., surpluses resulting from high expense 
estimates and low water sales forecasts) is transferred to the District's capital reserve for 
future years. Continuous surpluses will accumulate in the capital reserve; however, the 
District is currently not in danger of retaining excessive reserves. Its capital 
improvement program is large enough to require debt financing. It is an important 
condition to monitor, but the consequences of overly conservative contingencies are 
benign transfers to the capital reserve. 


1-9 


Hilton Famkopf & Hobson, LLC 




Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis 


Section 1 
Executive Summary 


1-5, Conclusion 


A detailed cost of service analysis yielded results that were not unexpected, namely that 
the District's costs of providing its sendees are different from the rates it charges. The 

review of cost of service approaches used by other wholesale agencies indicated that the 
District's rates are not unusual among its peers. The review of the District's data 
management concluded that the District's practices attain a high standard and that 
some of the concerns in the Performance Audit, although well taken, are of little 


The question might well be "So what?" To what purpose was this effort? From an 
outside, independent perspective, there are numerous benefits that have been 
produced, such as: 


® The answer has been provided for how the costs of the District's services compare 
with its rates. 

® The cost of service model is a valuable tool that provides a certain amount of detail, 
and could be developed further to evaluate point-to-point and wheeling costs, cost 
pooling, rate surcharges, etc. 

® The survey indicates that other wholesale water agencies' rates contain features that 
may be worth the District's consideration. 

® The District's policies have played a major role in setting its rates and the need for 
explicit policies and the nature of those policies is clearer. 

Benefits like these lay to rest many issues that historically have been of interest. With 
this analysis, a backdrop exists for future rate-making deliberations over topics like the 
interrelationship between the District's and the SFPUC's rates, the use of rates as 
resource management devices, and rate structures that anticipate more liberal markets 
for water transfers. 


The cost of service models are valuable tools in analyzing the relationship between the 
costs of the District's services and the rates paid for those services. The models indicate 
large disparities that are attributable to District policies that pool costs and recover 
them according to both tangible and intangible benefits that are not reflected in the cost 
allocation formulae. These disparities do not indicate that the District's rates are 
necessarily inequitable. Again, cost of service is different from how much is paid for 
the service. Any changes in the rates that are charged for the District's services should 
be evaluated based 
of the cost of service analysis 


the District's rate-making objectives, and not just on the results 
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Section 2. 


Cost of Service Analysis 
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Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis 




2-1. Introduction 


2-1,1, Scope and Purpose 


As the major analytical task in this project the scope requires preparation of a model in 
which the District's costs are assembled and allocated to determine the cost of each of 
its services. The purpose is to compare the unit cost of each service with each the 
District's current rates. It is not intended that this cost of service analysis will derive 
new rates. 


2-1,2. Cost of Service Analysis 

In general terms, cost of service analysis determines the cost of providing service 
through a systematic cost allocation structure. A cost of service analysis is often an 
intermediate step in a comprehensive rate study whereby revenue requirements are 
allocated according to the rates charged each customer class. Revenue requirements 
comprise total operating and capital expenses - in effect, the costs of operations - minus 
non-rate revenues (e.g., property taxes) and plus or minus transfers to reserves. The 
revenue requirement is the amount of revenue that rates are designed to generate. 

The present cost of service analysis allocates the revenue requirements proportionately 
to each service, which is similar to the District's volumetric rate structure. In other 
words, operating and capital costs, sources of non-rate revenue, and transfers to 
reserves have been allocated in the cost of service analysis. 

Any costs 1 that can be directly allocated to a service are allocated first. Costs for which 
there is no direct relationship with a service are allocated indirectly based on a 
composite of the direct allocations. In order to follow this cost allocation process, costs 

and services must be identified and the relationship between the two must be 
established using representative measures of "cost causality" (i.e., the function that is 

associated with the cost). In the District's case, the Water Enterprise's costs are 


1 For ease of discussion, "cost" is used to refer to any expense, revenue, or transfer that is allocated in this 
study. 
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identified in its operating and capital budgets. 2 The District uses a system of cost 
centers for budgeting and accounting for costs that is "functional"; in other words, the 
cost centers correspond to the major functions performed by the facilities. This chart of 
accounts is very advantageous in allocating costs because cost allocation measures align 
well with these cost centers. 

The Water Enterprise's services are categorized by the different types of water it 
provides its customers, namely, groundwater, surface water, treated water, and 
recycled water. The cost of providing these services was analyzed according to the 
location in which it was provided (i.e., Zone W-2 or North County, and Zone W-5 or 
South County) and by the type of customer using the water (i.e., agricultural and non- 
agricultural). 


2-1.3. Cost Allocation Model 

The cost of service analysis consists of a spreadsheet model that performs the following 

operations: 

• Financial data. List all of the costs that must be covered by the Water Enterprise's 
sources of available revenue. This included all direct and indirect operating and 
capital expenditures and other non-operating revenues and transfers to reserves that 
must be accounted in determining the District's revenue requirement. Projected 
financial data for FY 2000-01 were used. 

• Services. Identify the type of service (i.e., type of water) associated with the 
District's costs. These services are groundwater, untreated surface water, treated 
water, and recycled water. Each service consists of volumes of water in each 
category of service to the District's M&I and agricultural customers located in the 
District's north and south zones. 

• Allocation factors. Derive the percentage distributions among services that 
correspond to each allocation category. The allocation categories refer to the 
different categories of service provides to each of the District's customer classes 
located in the District's different zones. The allocation factors are primarily derived 
from volumes of each of the District's four services. 

• Cost allocations. Allocate each cost to each service using the corresponding 
allocation factor. Using either volumes of water or other measures of benefit, costs 
were allocated proportionately to each service. No other allocation formulae were 
used other than flow-based allocations. 


2 1999-2001 Budget Addendum for Fiscal Year 2000-2001, June 6, 2000. 
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Costs of services. Total ail costs associated with each service to determine the cost 
of service for each sendee. Two models were developed to determine the cost of 

each of the District's services: the unpooled cost model and the pooled cost model. 

Unit costs of services. Divide the cost of sendee for each service by the 
corresponding units of service to determine the unit cost of service. In the unpooled 
cost model, unit costs were derived for each service. In the pooled cost model, the 
unit cost is a combination of a base, pooled cost and a surcharge for each service. 


In this cost of service analysis, two cos: avocations were developed (the unpooled and 
pooled models). The two allocations demonstrate how alternative approaches to 
aggregating costs can affect the distribution of costs among the types of water sendee 
provided by the District. The first allocation model, the unpooled cost model, is a 
common cost allocation approach. The other cost allocation model, the pooled cost 
model, generally emulates the District's approach. The results of the two approaches 
are also compared to estimated revenue from each type of water service. 

Determining the unit cost for each service culminates the cost of service analysis. The 
unit cost of service is different from a rate, which reflects District policy required to 
balance the diverse economic and other interests of its customers, policies to manage 
the use of the various water supplies, and legal requirements in the District's Act. 


2-2. Cost Allocation Approach 


The cost of service model allocates the District's operating and capital costs as shown in 
the District's current budget (FY 2000-01). Hence, the cost of service results are based 
on projected costs and customer demands, rather than on historical, actual costs and 
demands. In this way, the results of the cost of service model can be compared with the 


results of the District's rates, which are also based on a projection. 

The level of detail in the model was predicated on the chart of accounts in the District's 

budgets and by the District's categories of services, each of which is described below. A 
copy of the model is included in the Appendix. 


2-2,1. Cost Structure 

The chart of accounts from the District's operating and capital budgets corresponds to 
the rows in the model. 

A. Operating Expenses 

1. Source of Supply 
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2. Raw Water Treatment & Distribution 

3. Water Treatment 

4. Treated Water Transmission & Distribution 

5. Administrative & General 3 

B. Capital Expenses 

1. Cash-funded Projects 

2. Debt-funded Projects 

C. Other Revenues and Transfers to Reserves 

The revenue requirement was developed by adding the operating and capital expenses, 
netting out the other revenues, adding transfers to reserves, and netting out transfers 
from reserves. 

In modeling the cost allocations, some adjustments were made to the District's 
budgetary chart of accounts (e.g., debt service was combined with the other capital costs 
in the capital improvement program). These adjustments facilitated the calculation of 
composite allocation factors based on natural groups of costs. The District may find 
that other adjustments are warranted for cost accounting purposes (e.g., for tracking 
groundwater recharge costs). Adjustments of this type that improve cost allocations are 
not unusual in cost of service studies. 

In arraying the District's operating and capital budgets for cost allocation purposes, we 
note two adjustments. 

• Debt service. We included debt service for the recently issued $54,000,000 bond, 
which has a $1,475,000 interest payment in FY 2000-01. This debt was not included 
in the District's budget addendum for the current year. 

• Capital reserve transfer. The District's budget addendum indicates a transfer to the 
capital reserve (referred to as "designated for future year's capital") of $13,633,000. 
Using this amount, the cost of service model computes a revenue requirement that is 
approximately $6,600,000 greater than the revenue derived from current rates. So 
that the model's unit costs are derived from a revenue requirement that equals the 
revenue generated by existing rates, we have reduced this transfer by about 
$6,600,000. With this adjustment, the revenue requirement equals the rate revenue 
at approximately $86,900,000. 


3 The Districts budget includes debt service in this cost center. For purposes of cost of service allocations, 
debt service was transferred from operating expenses to the capital projects section of the model so that 
all capital expenses were combined together. 
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With these two adjustments, the cost of service was calculated for 
requirement that equals the projected rate revenue. 


Services (i.e., groundwater, surface water, treated water, and recycled water) 
correspond to the columns in the model. With certain exceptions, each service is 
provided in the north (Zone W-2) and south (Zone W-5) portions of the District to M&I 
and agricultural customers. 


® Groundwater - Used by both agricultural and M&I customers in both zones. 

® Surface Water - Untreated water, which is in limited use by both types of customers 
in both zones. 

® Treated Water - Available only in Zone W-2 to M&I customers (both contract and 
non-contract). 

® Recycled Water - Available only in Zone W-5. 


2-2.3. Allocation Factors 

The allocation of costs to the District's services involved multiplying each cost by the 
appropriate allocation factors, which are described below. The allocation factors apply 
to operating and capital costs, as well as to other revenues and transfers to reserves. 
There are two major cost allocation categories, direct and indirect, which are described 
below. 

2-23.1. Direct Allocations 


Direct allocations apply where there is a clear relationship between a cost and a type of 
service, as represented by volumes of water. The services in the direct allocation 
category are those for which there are volumes of water used by customers that can 
serve as the basis for allocating costs to each of the services. For example, the costs of 
providing groundwater are allocated to customers in proportion to their respective 
groundwater use. The direct allocation categories are organized into three groups 
depending on whether the allocation is related to a specific service, zone, or imported 
water purchases. 













Santa Clara Valley Water District Section 2 

Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis Cost of Service Analysis 


2-2.3.1.1. Allocations Related to the Type of Service 

Costs of this type are allocated among users in proportion to all users of the same type 
of service irrespective of zone. 

G - Groundwater demands only; applies to costs specifically related to 
groundwater basin facilities and operations. Such costs are unrelated to 
system-wide operations or the supply of other types of water. 

G-2 - Zone W-2 groundwater use only. 

G-5 - Zone W-5 groundwater use only. 

S - Surface water demands only; applies to costs specifically related to non- 
potable surface water storage facilities and operations. Such costs are 
unrelated to system-wide operations or the supply of other types of water. 

T - Treated water demands only, including contract and non-contract water; 
applies to costs specifically related to treatment facilities and operations. Such 
costs are unrelated to system-wide operations or the supply of other types of 
water. 

GST - Groundwater, surface water, and treated water demands; applies to costs 
that benefit all water users (excluding recycled water users). As such, this 
category reflects system-wide operations or costs that are not specifically 
related to a single type of water. 

R - All recycled water demands only. 

R-5 - Zone W-5 recycled water only. 

2-2.3.3.2. Allocations Related to Each Zone 

Costs of this type are allocated to users of all water within each zone irrespective of the 
type of water used. 

Zone 2 - All demands in Zone W-2. 

Zone 5 - All demands in Zone W-5. 

2-2.3.1.3. Allocations Related to Imported Water Purchases 
Costs of this type are allocated proportionately to each service. 
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SWP - State Water Project water purchases. 

CVP - Central Valley Project water purchases (in terms of the imputed cost of 
CVP water associated with each service, rather than in terms of the amount of 
CVP water associated with each service). Water purchase cost was more 
appropriate because the CVP cost of water for agricultural water is different 
that for M&I water. 

SWP+CVP - Combined State and Federal water purchases. 


Projected FY 2000-01 flows were used for the allocation factors for both operating and 

capital expenses, as well as other revenue and transfers to reserves. 


The model does not include direct allocations to customers for services that are specific 
to individual customer, such as field services or capital projects. It is the District's 
practice not to impose charges on individual customers for most administrative and 
field services. 


Table 2-1 shows the values and resulting allocation percentages corresponding to each 
direct allocation factor. The percentages for each allocation factor are proportionate to 
the corresponding flows. 


Table 2-1 

Summary of Direct Allocation Factors 


Allocation 

Pastor 


HHmi 






Treated Water 

Recycled 
Water 
Zone W-5 

Total 







Zone VW2 

Zone W 

S 

'Zphe : W-2' 

ZpReVWS 

Mat 


ratal 

£9 . 

mm 

«8 

Mat: 

Aa .. 

' M a l" 

Aa 


Tablet/.A. - Allocation Factors-Operating Expenditures 









2000-01 (AR 3 

117,000 

2,500 

Z2.UUU 

30,000 

500 

500 

112 

500: 

127,000 

1,400 

301,512 

GST 

38.99% 

0.83% 

7.33% 

10.00% 

0.17% 

0.17% 

0.04% 

0.17% 

42.32% 


100.00% 

R 










100.00% 

100.00% 

R-5 










100.00% 

100.00% 

G 

88.22% 

1.46% 

12.83% 

17,49% 







100:00% 

G-2 

97.91% 

2.09% 









100.00% 

G-5 



42.31% 

57.69% 







100.00% 

S 





31.02% 

31.02% 

6.95% 

31.02% 



100.00% 

T 









100.00% 


100.00% 

Zone 2 

47.27% 

1.01% 



0.20% 

0:20% 



51:31% 


100.00% 

Zone 5 



40.73% 

55.54% 



0.21% 

0 93% 


2.59% 

100.00% 

SWP (AF! 1 

23,400 

0 







29,500 


52,-900 

SWP 

44.23% 

0.00% 







55.77% 


100.00% 

CVP (AF) 2 

13,600 

186 

4,798 

6,539 

332 

12 

112 

1,196 

68,741 


95,516 

SW.P+CVP f AFI 

37,000 

186 

4,798 

6,539 

332 

12 

112 

1,196 

98,241 


148,416 

SWP+CVP 

24.93% 

0.13% 

3123% 

4.41% 

0.22% 

0.01% 

0.08% 

0.81% 

66.19% 


l00.GO% 

cvp‘ 

$ 2,044,270 

S 5,981 

$704,018 $222,029 

$ 52,174 

$ 421 

$14,190 

$ 35,774 

$ 8,954,120 


$12,032,977 

CVP 

16.99% 

0.05% 

5.85% 

1.85% 

0.43% 

0.00% 

0.12% 

0.30% 

74.41% 


100.00% 


1 Estimated-. 

2 1997-1999 Average deliveries provided by SCVWD 

3 Source-SCVWD Rate Model 

4 1999 Cos? provided by SCVWD. 
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We note that the values used in deriving the allocation factors are not the only values 
that could be used. For example, FY 2000-01 projected demands are used for allocation 
groundwater, surface water, treated water, and recycled water operating and capital 
costs. Demands for recent years, rather than projections, may be more representative 
and could be used. Alternatively, averages of several projected or historical years could 
be used. Combinations could also be used, with one set of values for operating costs 
and one for capital costs. We have assumed that FY 2000-01 projections are 
representative values that are suitable for present modeling purposes. 

2-23.2. Indirect Allocations 

Indirect allocations apply to costs that are not directly related to volumes of water. The 
indirect allocation category is used for costs for which there is no direct relationship 
between the cost and the service. For example, conservation program costs are 
allocated to customers based on composite allocation factors derived from their 
respective uses of all water supplies. The indirect costs are allocated on the basis of 
composites of other direct allocations within cost centers or of groups of cost centers. 
These are the indirect cost allocation categories. 

Ind-SOS - Allocated based on the Source of Supply composite. 

Ind-RWTD - Allocated based on the Raw Water Transmission & Distribution 
(T&D) composite. 

Ind-T - Allocated based on the Water Treatment composite. 

Ind-TWTD - Allocated based on the Treated Water T&D composite. 

Ind-AG - Allocated based on a composite of Source of Supply, Raw Water T&D, 
Water Treatment, Treated Water T&D. 

Ind-Op - Allocated based on a composite of all operating expenses. 

Ind-Cap - Allocated based on a composite of all cash and debt funded capital 
projects. 

Ind-All - Allocated based on a composite of all other operating and capital costs. 

The indirect allocation category can be viewed as a transitional allocation. Costs 
included in the indirect category are allocated to the types of water using composite 
allocation factors. The composite allocation factors are based on the sum of the direct 
allocations. 4 


4 As an example, refer to the end of Table I.A. of the model in the Appendix, which shows the allocation 
of Source of Supply expenses. Of the total $41,425,543, $40,473,279 is allocated as direct and $952,264 is 
allocated as indirect. The indirect cost is allocated to each of the services based on the percentages of the 
direct allocations. 
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Although capital coats are budget annually, their usefulness (i.e,, service life) usually 
extends much longer. Hence, it is appropriate to weight the allocation of capital costs 
over a longer time frame in recognition of the fact that the allocations should not be 
based too heavily on a single year. Using a longer period of time also recognizes the 
multi-year benefits received by customers. In other words, lengthening the allocation 
basis is consistent with the longer lasting benefits provided by capital projects. 

The approach to allocating capital costs in the model is an approach that develops a 
composite allocation factor that is weighted by the projects in the District's five-year 
capital improvement plan. The composite factor (Ind-Cap) was derived by allocating 
each of the projected projects by the appropriate allocation factor and summing the 
individual allocations. The composite allocation factor derived from the sum of the 
individual allocations for the five-year period was used to allocate the projected capital 
improvements for FY 2000-01. 

There are two principal advantages to this approach. First, the allocation of capital 
costs that span more than one fiscal year will be similar because of the smoothing 
influence of the allocation procedure. Second, deriving composite allocation factors 
relies on readily available documentation that is updated annually. 


Other methods can be used allocating capital improvements. For example, capital 
improvements can be allocated based on the ultimate use of the facility, rather than its 
ongoing use. This method is appropriate for facilities with long service lives, during 
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model derives unit costs for each service. A second model is derived from the unpooled 
model by aggregating certain related costs. 5 We refer to this second model as the 
"pooled" cost of service model. Each model is described below. 


2-3.1. Unpooled Cost Model 

The unpooled modeling approach calculates the unit cost for each of the District's 
services. Its accuracy is affected by how well the cost accounting detail matches the 
allocation factors. As discussed at the conclusion of this section, there are accounting 
limitations that affect the accuracy of the cost allocations, which is unavoidable in most 
cost of service models. 

The unpooled cost model departs somewhat from the District's historical practice of 
pooling costs. The District has melded supply, storage, and transmission costs that are 
common to groundwater and treated water supplies. A separate treated water 
surcharge is paid for treated water use within contractual limits. By comparison, the 
unpooled cost model calculates separate unit costs for each of the services (i.e., 
groundwater, surface water, treated water, and recycled water) without the use of 
specific costs that are applied to a pooled cost. 

The District's pooling policy reflects the fact that many of its costs are associated with 
both direct and indirect benefits received by customers. For example, water 
conservation programs that retrofit M&I customers benefit agricultural customers by 
improving overall water supply reliability. The unpooled cost model calculates the unit 
cost for each service (e.g., groundwater) without regard for the intangible benefits 
received by other customers that use different sources of supply (e.g., treated water). 
For example, the unpooled cost model does not reflect the benefit groundwater users 
receive from treatment facilities, which makes other water available to customers, 
thereby minimizing groundwater overdraft. 


2-3.2. Pooled Cost Model 

Because of the District's pooling policy, the District does not calculate a rate for each of 
its services, as occurs in the preceding unpooled cost model. Instead, the District 
calculates a "basic user charge" in which the majority of costs are pooled. The basic 
user charge represents a base cost that is considered to be common to groundwater and 


5 Refer to Table 2-2. The pooled costs fall into two categories: direct costs that are of broad benefit to all 
customers and indirect costs. 


Hilton Famkopf & Hobson, LLC 


2-11 





Section 2 


Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis Cost of Service Analysis 

treated water and to which a treated water surcharge is added. There is also a 
surcharge for surface water (e.g,, water master charge), but none for recycled water. 

To calculate unit costs that are more closely aligned with the District's pooling policy, 
the unpooled cost of service analysis was expanded to include a "pooled" cost of service 
analysis. The pooled cost model was developed by segregating the cost allocation 
categories into those that are of common benefit and those that are specifically related 
to a single service, as shown in Table 2-2. Hence, in the pooled cost model, there is the 
equivalent of the existing basic user charge, which we refer to as the "pooled cost", to 
which a specific cost is added for groundwater, surface water, treated water, and 
recycled water. The pooled costs represent the average of the common benefit costs and 
are nearly the same for all services. 6 

2-3.3. Cost Allocation Summary 

Table 2-2 itemizes the District's cost of service model into its constituent cost allocation 
categories. The table shows the results of applying the allocation factors in Table 2-1 to 
all of the operating and capital costs and non-rate revenues and transfers. The table 
shows the costs in each cost category (e.g., G, S, T, etc.) distributed among each of the 
services. The totals for each of the columns represent the portions of the revenue 
requirement that are allocated to each service. In addition, we have aggregated the cost 
categories into two groups: the pooled costs and the specific costs. 

We note the following with respect to how the total revenue requirement is distributed 
among the individual cost allocation factors: 

® 30.5% is allocated as GST, the single largest allocation class. The allocation to this 

class is as large as it is because it spans groundwater, surface water, and treated 
water, which means it will apply to many costs that are flow related, but not to any 
one flow. 

« 25.2% is allocated as CVP and SWP, each of which is about 12 to 13% of the total. 

There are a few large costs to which these factors are applied. 

® 19.1 % is allocated to T, the third single largest allocation class. 

® 25.2% is allocated by all of the other cost allocation factors. 


6 The pooled cost differs slightly by zone because of certain allocations, which are specific to zone, rather 
than to the type of service. In effect, these zone adjustments are zonal surcharges, which are made before 
the service surcharges are made. 
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Table 2-2 

Summary of Revenue Requirement Allocations 



FY 2000/01 
Budget 





Raw Water 





Treated 

Water 

Recycled 

Water 

Totals 



Groundwater 



Surface Water 


Percent 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


of Total 

M & 1 

Ag 

M & 1 

Ag 

M & 1 

Ag 

M & 1 

Ag 

M & 1 

Ag 

Pooled Cost Components 














GST 

26,480,020 

30.5% 

10,323,354 

220,584 

1,941,143 

2,647,014 

44,117 

44,117 

9,882 

44,117 

11,205,692 

- 

26,480,020 

CVP 

10,845,585 

12.5% 

1,842,545 

5,391 

634,547 

200,120 

47,026 

379 

12,790 

32,244 

8,070,544 


10,845,585 

SWP 

11,000,000 

12.7% 

4,865,784 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


6,134,216 

- 

11,000,000 

SWP+CVP 

1,894,067 

2.2% 

472,191 

2,369 

61,227 

83,454 

4,237 

153 

1,429 

15,263 

1,253,743 


1,894,067 

Zone 2 

(1,673,898) 

-1.9% 

(791,297) 

(16,908) 

- 

- 

(3,382) 

(3,382) 

. 


(858,929) 


(1,673,898) 

Zone 5 

(3,901) 

0.0% 

- 

- 

(1,589) 

(2,167) 

- 

- 

(8) 

(36) 

■- 

(101) 

(3,901) 

Subtotal-Direct Pooled Cost 

48,541,873 

55.9% 

16,712,577 

211,437 

2,635,329 

2,928,421 

91,998 

41,268 

24,093 

91,588 

25,805,264 

(101) 

48,541,873 

Ind-Op 

11,027,749 

12.7% 

3,241,773 

42,704 

491,580 

547,317 

19,027 

9,660 

4,766 

18,293 

6,648,786 

3,842 

11,027,749 

Ind-SOS 

952,264 

1.1% 

351,028 

4,059 

50,733 

53,242 

2,338 

1,124 

589 

2,243 

486,424 

483 

952,264 

Ind-A&G 

- 

0.0% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


...» 

•- 

- 

Ind-RWTD 

1,486,423 

1.7% 

770,939 

16,473 

142,383 

194,158 

1,409 

1,409 

303 

1,351 

357,998 

- 

1,486,423 

Ind-AII 

(4,882,700) 

-5.6% 

(1,490,171) 

(22,281) 

(236,452) 

(278,165) 

(8,201) 

(4,830) 

(2,013) 

(7,912) 

(2,828,400) 

(4,275) 

(4,882,700) 

Ind-Cap 

7,029,534 

8.1% 

2,542,710 

54,331 

388,219 

529,389 

10,625 

10,625 

1,931 

8,619 

3,464,602 

18,484 

7,029,534 

Subtotal-lndir. Pooled Cost 

15,613,270 

18.0% 

5,416,280 

95,285 

836,462 

1,045,942 

25,199 

17,988 

5,575 

22,594 

8,129,411 

18,534 

15,613,270 

Total Pooled Cost 

64,155,143 

73.8% 

22,128,856 

306,722 

3,471,791 

3,974,363 

117,196 

59,256 

29,669 

114,182 

33,934,675 

18,433 

64,155,143 


100.0% 


34.5% 

0.5% 

5.4% 

6 . 2 % 

0.2% 

0.1% 

0.0% 

0.2% 

52.9% 

0.0% 


Specific Cost Components 














G 

5,963,324 

6.9% 

4,068,273 

86,929 

764,974 

1,043,147 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

5,963,324 

G-2 

19,584 

0.0% 

19,174 

410 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

19,584 

G-5 

- 

0.0% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

S 

88,022 

0.1% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

27,302 

27,302 

6,116 

27,302 

- 


88,022 

T 

16,605,101 

19.1% 

- 

- 

- 

- 


- 

- 

- 

16,605,101 


16,605,101 

R 

- 

0.0% 

- 

- 

- 


- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


- 

R-5 

61,397 

0.1% 


* 


" 

" 


" 



61,397 

61,397 

Subtotal-Specific Cost Comp 

22,737,428 

26.2% 

4,087,448 

87,339 

764,974 

1,043,147 

27,302 

27,302 

6,116 

27,302 

16,605,101 

61,397 

22,737,428 


100.0% 


18.0% 

0.4% 

3.4% 

4.6% 

0.1% 

0.1% 

0.0% 

0.1% 

73.0% 

0.3% 


Net Revenue Requirement 

86,892,571 

100.0% 

26,216,304 

394,061 

4,236,765 

5,017,510 

144,499 

86,558 

35,784 

141,484 

50,539,776 

79,830 

86,892,571 


100.0% 


30.2% 

0.5% 

4.9% 

5.8% 

0.2% 

0,1% 

0.0% 

0.2% 

58.2% 

0,1% 


Subtotals 














M & 1 

81,173,128 

93.4% 

26,216,304 


4,236,765 


144,499 


35,784 


50,539,776 



Ag 

5,719,443 

6.6% 


394,061 


5,017,510 


86,558 


141,484 


79,830 


Zone W -2 

77,381,197 

89.1% 

26,21:6,304 

394,061 



144,499 

86,558 



50,539,776 



Zone W-5 

9,511,374 

10.9% 



4,236,765 

5,017,510 



35,784 

141,484 


79,830 
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The total revenue requirement is distributed among the pooled and specific cost components 

2S fOliOWSl 

• 55,9% is allocated to the direct pooled cost components. 

I L 

* 18 0% is allocated to the indirect pooled cost components. (Note that the allocation 
factors that comprise the indirect pooled cost components are allocated to each of the 
services based on composite allocation factors developed from the direct allocation 
factors. In effect, 82% of the total revenue requirement, which is directly allocated, 
serves in developing the composite allocations that redistribute indirect cos ts to each 
of the sendees.) 

® 26.2% is allocated to specific cost components. 

The costs are distributed among the services as follows: 

® 58.2% is allocated to treated water, of which 52.9% is a pooled component. Treated 

water receives the largest cost allocation of any of the services. 

« 41.4% is allocated to groundwater in total (30.7% to Zone W-2 M&I and agriculture, 
and 10.7% to Zone W-5 in nearly equal amounts to M&l and agriculture), of which 
83% is a pooled component. Groundwater receives the second largest cost allocation. 

® 0.6% is allocated to surface water and recycled water combined. 

Other cost allocation observations are: 

® 93.4% is allocated to M&I; 6.6% to agriculture. 

® 89.1 % is allocated to Zone W-2; 10.9% to Zone W-5. 

In the Appendix is a complete copy of the cost allocation model, which shows the 

allocation of each operating and capital cost in the District's budgets. 


2-4. Cost of Service Findings 


2-4.1. Comparison of Revenue Requirements with Existing Revenues 


the revenue requirements for the unpooled and pooled models are compared with the 
estimated revenue from existing rates in Table 2-3. The differences between each of the 
nodels and the existing rate revenues are also shown. 
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Table 2-3 

Comparison of Revenue Requirements with Existing Rate Revenue 













Cost Allocation Models - 

Revenue Requirements 



-1 




Revenue From Existing Rates 

Unpooled Cost Model 

Pooled Cost Model 



Basic User 








Difference* 



Specific 



Difference* 


Service 


Charge 

Surcharges 


Total 

Total Cost 


$ 

% 

Pooled Cost 


Cost 

Total Cost 


$ 

% 

1. 

Groundwater 

Zone W-2 




















M&l 

$36,270,000 

$ 

- 

$36,270,000 

$26,216,304 

$(10,053,696) 

-27.7% 

$24,873,968 

$ 

4,087,448 

$28,961,416 

$(7,308,584) 

-20.2% 


Ag 

Zone W-5 

$ 

77,500 

$ 


$ 

77,500 

$ 

394,061 

$ 

316,561 

408.5% 

$ 531,495 

$ 

87,339 

$ 618,834 

$ 

541,334 

698.5% 


MSI 

$ 

2,530,000 

$ 

- 

$ 

2,530,000 

$ 

4,236,765 

$ 

1,706,765 

67.5% 

$ 4,824,358 

$ 

764,974 

$ 5,589,333 

$ 3,059,333 

120.9% 


Ag 

$ 

345,000 

$ 

- 

$ 

345,000 

$ 

5,017,510 

$ 

4,672,510 

1354.4% 

$ 6,578,671 

$ 

1,043,147 

$ 7,621,818 

$ 7,276,818 

2109.2% 


Subtotal 

$ 39,222,500 

$ 

- 

$39,222,500 

$35,864,639 

$ 

(3,357,861) 

-8.6% 

$36,808,492 

$ 

5,982,908 

$42,791,400 

$ 3,568,900 

9.1% 

2. 

Surface Water 
Zone W-2 




















MSI 

$ 

155,000 

$ 

5,875 

$ 

160,875 

$ 

144,499 

$ 

(16,376) 

-10.2% 

$ 106,299 

$ 

27,302 

$ 133,601 

$ 

(27,274) 

-17.0% 


Ag 

Zone W-5 

$ 

15,500 

$ 

5,875 

$ 

21,375 

$ 

86,558 

$ 

65,183 

305.0% 

$ 106,299 

$ 

27,302 

$ 133,601 

$ 

112,226 

525.0% 


MSI 

$ 

12,880 

$ 

1,316 

$ 

14,196 

$ 

35,784 

$ 

21,588 

152.1% 

$ 24,560 

$ 

6,116 

$ 30,676 

$ 

16,480 

116.1% 


Ag 

$ 

5,750 

$ 

5,875 

$ 

11,625 

$ 

141,484 

$ 

129,859 

1117.1% 

$ 109,645 

$ 

27,302 

$ 136,947 

$ 

125,322 

1078.0% 


Subtotal 

$ 

189,130 

$ 

18,941 

$ 

208,071 

$ 

408,325 

$ 

200,254 

96.2% 

$ 346,803 

$ 

88,022 

$ 434,825 

$ 

226,754 

109.0% 

3. 

Treated Water 




















Contract 

$35,340,000 

$7,980,000 

$43,320,000 

$45,366,413 

$ 

2,046,413 

4.7% 

$24,236,174 

$14,905,366 

$39,141,541 

$(4,178,459) 

-9.6% 


Non-contract 

$ 

4,030,000 

$ 


$ 

4,030,000 

$ 

5,173,363 

$ 

1,143,363 

28.4% 

$ 2,763,774 

$ 

1,699,735 

$ 4,463,509 

$ 

433,509 

10.8% 


Subtotal 

$39,370,000 

$7,980,000 

$47,350,000 

$ 50,539,776 

$ 

3,189,776 

6:7% 

$26,999,949 

$16,605,101 

$43,605,050 

$ (3,744,950) 

-7.9% 

4. Recycled Wate 




















Zone W-5 




















MSI 

$ 

- 

$ 

- 

$ 


$ 

- 

$ 

- 

0.0% 

$ 

$ 

- 

$ 

$ 

- 

0.0% 


Ag 

$ 

112,000 

$ 

- 

$ 

112,000 

$ 

79,830 

$ 

(32,170) 

-28.7% 

$ (101) 

$ 

61,397 

$ 61,296 

$ 

(50,704) 

-45.3% 


Subtotal 

$ 

112,000 

$ 

“ 

$ 

112,000 

$ 

79,830 

$ 

(32,170) 

-28.7% 

$ (101) 

$ 

61,397 

$ 61,296 

$ 

(50,704) 

-45.3% 

Total 

$78,893,630 

$7,998,941 

$86,892,571 

$ 86,892,571 

$ 

- 


$64,155,143 

$22,737,428 

$86,892,571 


L 



90.8% 


9.2% 


100.0% 

_ 


73.8% 


26.2% 

100.0% 



^Differences compare modeled costs with existing rate revenue. 
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J <j 


The pooled cost model arrives at a similar result for surface water as the unpooled cost 
model. The pooled cost model allocates even more to recycled water. The dollar 
amounts for these two services are, again, small compared to the other revenue 


2-4 7 


Compared to the existing rate revenues, the most significant difference xs that the 
unpooled cost model shifts costs from groundwater to treated water. Within the 
groundwater service categories, however, the unpooled cost model indicates that Zone 
W-2 M&I groundwater revenues are 27.7% less than existing rate revenue and model- 
based revenues from Zone W-2 agriculture and Zone W-5 M&I and agricultural 
customers are significantly more. 


With respect to surface water charges, the unpooled cost model indicates that existing 
agricultural revenues are below the cost of service shown in the model. Recycled 
water is also allocated more under the unpooled cost model. In both cases, the dollar 
amounts are small compared with the groundwater and treated water revenues. 


2-4.1.2. Pooled Cost Model 


Compared to the District's current charges, which pools 91% of the costs, the pooled 
cost model pools only 74%. The costs associated with the pooled cost model's specific 
costs are three times that of the existing charges. Groundwater, which is currently not 
surcharged, accounts for $5.98 million in specific costs and the treated water 
surcharges are doubled under the pooled cost model. 


Compared to existing rates and to the unpooled cost model, the pooled cost model 
indicates that treated water revenues for contract water exceed the cost of service and 
groundwater revenues are below the cost of service. This result is the opposite of the 
unpooled model. The pooled cost model is similar to the unpooled model in so far as it 
also reduces the allocation to Zone W-2 M&I groundwater considerably, but not by as 
much as the unpooled cost model reduction. Coupled with this lesser reduction in 
Zone W-2 M&I groundwater is an increase in costs to Zone W-5 groundwater that is 
greater than the unpooled cost model's increase. The net effect is an increased 
allocation of $3.6 million to groundwater, rather than the $3.4 million decrease under 
the unpooled model. 


A SliTtliSf 

water is 


terence occurs with treated water. Under the pooled cost model, tre 
caied $3.7 million less, but under the unpooled model, treated wate 
S million more. 
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2-4.2. Comparison of Unit Costs with Existing Rates 

Unit costs were calculated for the unpooled and pooled cost models by dividing the 
revenue requirement allocations in Table 2-3 by the units of service in Table 2-1. 
These unit costs and existing rates are compared in Table 2-4. The differences between 
each of the models and the existing rates are also shown. 

2-4.2.1. Unpooled Cost Model 

The unpooled cost model indicates that the District's existing Zone W-2 M&I charges 
for both groundwater and surface water are higher than the allocated cost, and the 
agricultural charges are lower. Of particular note is the $10.1 million (27.7%) decrease 
in Zone W-2 M&I groundwater allocated costs. Zone W-5 M&I costs increase $1.7 
million (67.5%). The unpooled cost model also indicates that agricultural costs are 
higher in both Zones W-2 and W-5 than the current charges. The increased allocation 
to treated water ($2.0 million for contract water and $1.1 million for non-contract 
water) amounts to an increase of 6.7%. The increased allocations for surface water and 
recycled water are high in percentage terms, although there is comparatively little 
revenue involved. 


Table 2-4 

Comparison of Unit Costs with Existing Rates 













Cost Allocation Models - 

Unit Costs in $/AF 






Existing Rates ($/AF) 


Unpooled Cost Model 

Pooled Cost Model 


Basic User 







■ 





Specific 




Ezuczsmiiri 

Service 


Charge 

Surcharges 


Total 


Unit Cost 

■ 

BOH 8H 

IOH 

Pooled Cost 


Cost 

Unit Cost 




1. Groundwater 





















Zone W-2 





















M&I 

$ 

310.00 

$ 

- 

$ 

310.00 

s 

224.07 

$ 

(85.93) 

-27.7% 

$ 

212.60 

$ 

34.94 

$ 

247.53 

$ 

(62.47) 

-20.2% 

Ag 

Zone W-5 

$ 

31.00 

$ 


$ 

31.00 

s 

157.62 

$ 

126.62 

408.5% 

$ 

212.60 

$ 

34.94 

$ 

247.53 

$ 

216.53 

698.5% 

M&I 

$ 

115.00 

s 

. : -.•••• 

$ 

115.00 

s 

192.58 

$ 

77.58 

67.5% 

s 

219.29 

$ 

34.77 

$ 

254.06 

$ 

139.06 

120.9% 

Ag 

$ 

11.50 

s 

| 

$ 

11.50 

s 

167.25 

$ 

155.75 

1354.4% 

$ 

219.29 

$ 

34.77 

$ 

254.06 

$ 

242.56 

2109.2% 

2. Surface Water 





















Zone W-2 





















M&I 

$ 

310.00 

s 

11.75 

$ 

321.75 

s 

289.00 

$ 

(32.75) 

-10.2% 

s 

212.60 

s 

54.60 

s 

267.20 

$ 

(54.55) 

-17.0% 

Ag 

Zone W-5 

$ 

31.00 

s 

11.75 

$ 

42.75 

s 

173.12 

$ 

130.37 

305.0% 

$ 

212.60 

$ 

54.60 

$ 

267.20 

$ 

224:45 

525.0% 

M&I 

$ 

115.00 

$ 

11.75 

$ 

126.75 

s 

319.50 

$ 

192.75 

152.1% 

$ 

219.29 

$ 

54.60 

$ 

273.89 

$ 

147.14 

116.1% 

Ag 

$ 

11.50 

s 

11.75 

$ 

23.25 

s 

282.97 

$ 

259.72 

1117.1% 

$ 

219.29 

$ 

54.60 

$ 

273.89 

$ 

250.64 

1078.0% 

3. Treated Water 





















Contract 

$ 

310.00 

$ 

70.00 

$ 

380.00 

s 

397.95 

$ 

17.95 

4.7% 

s 

212.60 

s 

130.75 

$ 

343.35 

$ 

(36.65) 

-9.6% 

Non-contract 

$ 

310.00 

$ 

- 

$ 

310.00 

$ 

397.95 

$ 

87.95 

28.4% 

s 

212.60 

s 

130.75 

$ 

343.35 

s 

33.35 

10.8% 

4. Recycled Watei 





















Zone W-5 






















$ 

80.00 



$ 

80.00 

$ 

57.02 

$ 

(22.98) 

-28.7% 

s 

(0.07) 

$ 

43.86 

s 

43.78 

s 

(36.22) 

-45.3% 


H 

20.00 



s 

20.00 

$ 

57.02 

$ 

37.02 

185.1% 

$ 

(0.07) 

$ 

43.86 

$ 

43.78 

s 

23.78 

118.9% 


[*Differences compare modeled unit costs with existing rates. 
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2-4,2,2, Pooled Cost Model 

Compared to the District's current charges, the pooled cost model's unit costs are both 

lower and higher. The District's current basic user charge is higher than the pooled 
cost in Zone W-2 M&l and for treated water and lower for Zone W-5 M&I. The pooled 
cost is higher for agriculture. Under the pooled cost model, the costs recovered from 
specific costs are three times that of the District's current charges. As result, the unit 
costs for the specific costs are much higher. 

The pooled unit costs differ only slightly between zones. The Zone W-2 unit cost is less 

than the Zone W-5 unit cost because Zone W-2 receives a greater portion of property 
tax revenue. 

The pooled cost model's specific costs range from about $35 to $131 per acre-foot. 
When added to the pooled cost, the total unit costs for all services fall within a slightly 
narrower range ($248 to $343, not including recycled water) than the unpooled cost 
model's unit costs ($167 to $398, not including recycled water). This is to be expected 
because of way each model allocates treatment costs. The unpooled cost model 
reduces the allocation to contract treated water and increases the allocation to Zone W- 
5 groundwater and thereby narrows the range. 


2-4.3. Summary of Cost of Service Allocations 


Generally speaking, there is a wide range of differences between the District's current 
charges and the two models, as well as between the two models. Most of the largest 
percentage differences correspond to agriculture or surface water charges, where fewer 
dollars are involved. The large differences in agricultural charges are due to the 
limitation in the District Act as to how much agriculture can be charged. Other large 
differences may also reflect the Board policies to promote affordability and resource 
management as well as rate setting policies associated with the different zones (W-5 
versus W-2). Hence, in reviewing the differences, it is important to realize that the cost 
of sendee analyses for both the unpooled and pooled cost models are the results of 
applying logical allocation factors, which in some cases may not reflect Board policies. 


At the highest level, the unpooled and pooled cost models result in significantly 
different allocations both when compared with existing rate revenues as well as when 

compared with each other. The unpooled model shifts costs from groundwater to 
treated water and the pooled cost mod 
treated water and increasing the 
usage-based allocation factors th 
treated water and vice versa. 




I id l %&SJ TIUU 


everses the shift, decreasing the allocation to 
i to groundwater. This shift is driven by 

reflect the benefits groundwater receives for 
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Cost of Service Analysis 


In the pooled cost model, pooling shifts costs that are currently allocated to treated 
water in the unpooled model into the overall cost pool. In the cost pool, treated water 
costs are averaged across all services. This illustrates how other services share in the 
cost of treatment because of the associated benefits received by all customers. 

Within the categories of groundwater service, there is a pronounced shift in both 
models from Zone W-2 to Zone W-5. This shift is to be expected because the majority 
of use is agricultural groundwater use. 

Both models are in agreement in comparatively minor areas. Both models decrease the 
allocation to Zone W-2 M&I surface water; the unpooled model decreases it more. 
Both models also decrease the allocation to recycled water. 


2 - 5 . Issues for Future Evaluation 

A number of assumptions are reflected in the current model, many of which are fairly 
straightforward. Other assumptions were required because of insufficient cost 
accounting or other data. Some examples are listed below. 


• Agricultural rate caps. The cost of service has been modeled without regard for the 
provision in the District's Act that limits the agricultural rate to 25% of the rate for 
non-agricultural water (current District Board policy sets the agricultural rate at 
10% of M&I). The models ignore this rate cap but indicate the impact of the cap. 

As a result, the models are useful analyses, but are currently not capable of deriving 
rates because they do not reflect this rate cap. The models could be modified to 
include the rate cap so that the final unit costs are faithful to the District's Act. 
Presumably the excess cost that is allocated to agriculture would be reallocated 
back to non-agricultural charges on some explicit, proportionate basis. 

• Recharge costs. The District does not account for the costs of groundwater 
recharge separately from other groundwater basin operations and maintenance 
expenses. Groundwater recharge costs are included in the following accounts. 


927601 

Raw Water T&D Gen'l Oper 

1,248,728 

927605 

RW Facilities Sandbag Protectn 

16,798 

927680 

Raw Water Trans & Dist PM 

109,725 

927681 

Raw Water Trans & Dist CM 

82,921 

927699 

RW General Maintenance 

2.254,212 


Sub-total 

3,712,384 
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Zone differences. As with the cost accounting for recharge costs, the District does 
not segregate all costs between Zones W-2 and W-5. The allocations in the model 
apportion these costs between the -two zones based on flow, which, although a 
reasonable approach in the absence of better accounting detail, may not be as 
precise as direct cost allocations. Operational accounting codes could be added, 
particularly in breaking out the detail for larger accounts. 


Allocation factors. Assumptions were made regarding the flows used for deriving 
allocation factors. For example, projected FY 2000*01 flows were used for the 
allocation factors for both operating and capital expenses, as well as other revenue 
and transfers to reserves. We believe it is appropriate to allocate operating costs 
based on projected flows for the same period. Capital costs can be treated 
differently because capital assets have sendee lives that extend beyond the current 
year. 

Other allocation factors based, for example, on some measure of future or long-term 
water demand or system capacity can be used to allocate these longer-lived assets. 
In this way, the cost is distributed over future users, who will be the principal 
beneficiaries of the facilities. The model can easily incorporate different allocation 
factors for capital costs. This might be a valuable exercise if the usage patterns are 
projected to change significantly between zones or among customers. 


Capital cost allocations. As described above, capital cost allocation factors can 
encompass more than the immediate water demands by current customers. Capital 
costs in the current year can also be allocated among services based on an average 
of several years' expenditures, which is the case in the model. In this way, the 
allocation factors can be modulated over more than one year to stabilize any 
fluctuations from year to year that are caused by irregular construction patterns. 
The model segregates capital costs by funding source (cash and debt). In both 
cases, the five-year CIP was used as the basis for allocating FY 2000-01 cash outlays 
and debt sendee. By doing so, construction delays and other timing vagaries are 
smoothed into an average allocation among the cost categories. The District may 
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• Wheeling costs. The models have not been specifically designed to analyze the 
impact of wheeling on the District's rates. Presumably this could be analyzed at 
various levels of detail. At a minimum, wheeling water for customers would 
decrease the District's variable charges for imported water because the wheeling 
customer would purchase the water directly. The wheeled water would 
presumably enter the District no differently from the District's current imported 
supplies and incur the same operating and capital costs, unless the District chose to 
isolate those transmission, treatment, and distribution facilities that are required by 
the wheeling customer. An analysis of this type was made in connection with the 
recent debt issuance, but has not been incorporated in the cost allocation models. 

• Noncontract treated water. The District prices noncontract treated water between 
the basic user charge and treated water rates depending on whether the District 
needs to encourage the use of treated water instead of groundwater. When the 
District wants to encourage the use of treated water or discourage the use of 
groundwater, it reduces the treated water surcharge for noncontract water. 

The treated water surcharge for contract water is currently $70 and the basic user 
charge is $310 (Zone W-2). Hence, the cost of noncontract water could range from 
$310 to $380. The unpooled costs are $224.07 for groundwater and $397.95 for 
treated water, which is a $173.88 cost increment. In the pooled cost model, the 
treated water specific cost is a similarly large increment, $130.75. In either case, 
both models indicate wider ranges between the groundwater and treated water 
unit costs, which would give the District a wider range over which to adjust the 
treated water surcharge for non-contract water. With a wider range, the effect on 
customers may be greater and therefore revenues may be more variable. 

• Direct customer allocations. It has been the District's practice not to allocate 
specific operating costs to individual customers, such as for field services that are 
provided on an as-needed basis (e.g., well inspection and monitoring) or a routine 
basis (e.g., customer billing). Capital costs for specific facilities are similarly pooled. 
The District also does not charge individual customers for specific capital facilities, 
either as a lump-sum advance or as an ongoing fixed charge (e.g., a "meter charge" 
that is proportionate to the size of the customer's service connection). The effect of 
introducing direct customer charges would be a reduction in the amount of revenue 
that is required from the existing rates, which are currently all based on the 
quantity of water used. 

The Appendix contains the full cost of service models. 
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3-1. Introduction 


3-1,1, Scope and Purpose 


In 1995, the District commissioned a survey of wholesale rate structures to learn about 
the industry practice in structuring wholesale water rates. The scope of services for 
Task 3 in the current study is intended to provide the District with detailed 
information about trends in setting wholesale water rates, with the emphasis on the 
approaches that are being used or considered for determining the cost of service by 
similar agencies. The current study contains survey results from a sample of wholesale 
water agencies located primarily in the western United States. This cohort of agencies 
share some common characteristics, such as their developmental histories and 
governances, but are also significantly different geographically and climatically. 

Cost of service analysis is closely related to the complexity of the rate structure. In 
turn, the complexity of a rate structure is usually a reflection of the heterogeneity of the 
wholesale customers. For example, rate structures may account for different rates of 
growth, peak demands, or water supply options. In other words, rate structures can be 
refined to account for the different levels of operational and capital services that are 
required by each customer. 

The District is a perfect case in point. Its rate structure differentiates between different 
types of customers (M&I and agriculture), different types of supply (treated and 
untreated), and areas of use (Zones W-2 and W-5), all of which are valid characteristics 
to consider in designing rates. Unlike some other wholesale agencies, the District's rate 
structure does not contain other features, such as peak charges and capacity 
allocations, which other agencies have used to achieve their rate-making objectives. 


A more complex rate structure can indicate a more diverse group of wholesale 
customers. However, the sophistication of rate structures usually lags behind the 
diversity in the service area. Simple rate structures may mask the fact that differences 
between wholesale customers are so extreme that attempts to refine rates are stymied. 
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rates charged by numerous agencies. In this section, rates are described in detail for 
the agencies surveyed and answers are provided to the following three questions: 

• What are the agency's cost of service objectives? The cost of service objectives are 
dependent on the rate structure, which dictates the type of cost allocations that are 
required. 

• What are the rate structure's strengths and weaknesses? We have elicited the 
agency's comments about the effectiveness of its rate structure, rather than render a 
third-party evaluation of the agency's rate structure. 

• What potential changes in the rate structure are being considered? When provided 
by the agencies, we have provided comments regarding possible refinements that 
might remedy any weaknesses. 

After a description of each agency's rate structure, a comparative evaluation is made of 
rate structures and the approaches to determining the cost of service. This section ends 
with a comparison of the District's approach to the cost of service with the agencies 
surveyed. 


3-1.2. Wholesale Water Agencies Surveyed 

The following table lists the wholesale water agencies and the primary contact used for 
the survey. 


Table 3-1 
Agency Contacts 


Aqencv 


Contact 

Contra Costa Water District 

Wayne Niehus 

(925) 688-8104 

Denver Board of Water 

Kerry Kirkendahl 

(303) 628-6439 

Greater Vancouver Water District 

Jude Pillai 

(604) 451-6181 

Metropolitan Water District of Orange County 

Karl Seckel 

(714) 963-3058 X5024 

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

Shane Chapman 

(213)217-6005 

Orange County Water District 

John Kennedy 

(714) 378-3200 

Portland Bureau of Water Works 

Anne Conway 

(503) 823-7468 

San Diego County Water Authority 

Ken Weinberg 

(858) 522-6741 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Bill Laws 

(415)487-5251 

Seattle Water Department 

Jerry Allen 

(206) 233-7905 

Southern Nevada Water Authority 

Matt Thorley 

(702) 259-8169 

Zone 7 Water Agency 

Vince Wong 

(925) 224-7730 x 350 
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3-2, Cost of Service Approaches 


Costa Water Dist 


is both a wholesale and retail water age 
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provides both treated water and untreated water from a combi Gi- iOwfiA 3_i id 
imported supplies. Its wholesale rates are summarized below. 
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Tvoe of Charae 

Fixed 

Charaes 

Variable 
Rates /S/AFS 

Monthly Service Charge, per account 

$112.59 


Quantity Charge 


$419 

Demand charges - recording meters 



Maximum day 

$2.013/gal./min. 


Maximum hour 

$1.680/gal./min. 


Demand charges - nonrecording meters 



Maximum month 

$1.4640/gal.min. 



3-2.1.1. Cost of Service Objectives 

The District relies predominantly on a variable rate structure to recover wholesale 
service costs. In setting its rates, the District relies on cost of service principles. The 
District's rates climbed steeply during the early 1990s to fund the debt service on Los 
Vaqueros Reservoir. Given the magnitude of the rate increases, the District's objectives 
have balanced financial stability and accountability with an environmental, 
conservation orientation. This balance has been difficult to strike considering the mix 
of services and the Board's interest in protecting customer classes from inequities. 

3-2.1.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The District's wholesale rates are part of a larger set of rates that also includes retail 
customers. Its wholesale rates are based on cost of service principles that allocate costs 
proportionately between treated water and untreated water wholesale and retail 
customers. The wholesale rates further allocate the costs of peaking based on demand 
recording readings, which allows not only for accurate cost allocations to the wholesale 
customers as a class, but also allocated costs fairly among the wholesale customers. If 
there are any weaknesses in this approach, it is that the charges do not recover more 
fixed costs from fixed charges. However, the wholesale customer class places a 
sufficiently stable demand on the District such that cash flow is not at risk. 

3-2.1.3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

With its current heavy reliance on revenue from variable charges, the District realizes 
that it is at risk from a cash flow perspective if wheeling became prevalent or when its 
large, retail industrial customers reduce their consumption by pumping directly from 
the Delta. The District would therefore like to increase the amount of revenue collected 
from fixed charges. Conservation is still a priority for the Board, and therefore the 
increase in revenue from fixed charges will have to be balanced against the need to 
promote conservation. 
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The District is currently undertaking a wholesale rate study, but does not anticipate 
any changes at this time. This is largely because the District feels that water 
conservation is still an important message to send through the rate structure, so it is 
hesitant to change the rate structure. 


3-2.2. Denver Board of Water 

The Denver Board of Water serves 29 wholesale suburban customers and is responsible 
for ensuring a supply of water to the City and County of Denver and customers who 

live in the surrounding suburbs. Its wholesale rate is summarized below. 


rype of Cftarfi 


i Uniform Quantity Charge 


Fixed 

Gharnes 


Variable 
Rates ($/AF) 

$ 569.79 


3-22.1. Cost of Service Objectives 


Denver Water sets its rates based upon a cost of service analysis. It sets rates at a level 
sufficient to service its debt and to meet its expenses of operation and maintenance. 
The Board continually reviews its structure of water rates, adjusting them as may be 
necessary to provide adeauate levels of revenue. 


3-22.2, Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 


They have a uniform rate for the wholesale customers, which conforms with the 
prescribed methodology. 


3-22.3. Potential Rate structure Changes 

The current rates have been the subject c 
customers and currently represent an agreed 
rates have been considered in the abstract, th« 
the future. 


t of past contention with the wholesale 
ed upon methodology. Although seasonal 
there are no structural changes planned for 
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3-2.3. Greater Vancouver Water District 


The Greater Vancouver Water District serves the metropolitan Vancouver, British 
Columbia, area. It serves 18 wholesale municipal water agencies, making it Canada's 
largest wholesale water agency. Its rate is summarized below. 


Type of Charge 

Fixed 

Charges 

Variable 
Rates ($/AF) 

Uniform Quantity Charge 


$130 


3-2.3.1. Cost of Service Objectives 

This district typifies the classic wholesale water agency that is experiencing growing 
pains. Its rate-making objectives are to provide water for the needs of its member 
agencies on demand and at a price that recovers all costs. From the late 1980s through 
the 1990s, the District's rates have increased approximately 14 percent per year to keep 
pace with the costs of replacing aging facilities and providing expanded capacity for 
growth. 

3-23.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The uniform quantity charge assures that the municipal customers pay for all of the 
water that is delivered in proportion to the deliveries. The absence of fixed charges 
was not a concern because water sales were stable and gradually increasing. This was a 
reasonable approach until recently, when capacity constraints and differences among 
the wholesale customers led to studying different rate structures. 

Although the District has abundant water supply, it is facing seasonal storage 
limitations. By the end of summer, storage levels drop to such low levels that brief 
periods of rationing can be imposed. Studies were conducted that determined that the 
cost of expanding seasonal storage was so great that conservation-oriented pricing 
should be considered to shift demands from the peak season. 

3-2.33. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

Seasonal rate structures were studied in which the costs of peak demands were 
allocated among the wholesale customers in proportion to their peak month demands. 
One of the structures considered was a summer-winter set of quantity charges. In 
effect, two different quantity charges were levied based on the time of the year. Under 
the other structure, a surcharge was levied for above-average winter water use during 
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3-2.4. Municipal Water District of Orange County 

The Municipal Water District of Orange County serves as the representative for local 
wholesale water agencies in Orange County. MWDOC is unusual in so far as it does 
not operate any facilities. It provides political representation and management support 
for its member agencies. MWDOC's rates are summarized below. 
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3-2A.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

MWDOC's rate structure is based on measures of benefit that its member agencies 
agree are fair. However, there is a weak correspondence between its costs, which are 
entirely fixed, and the variable revenue generated by import sales increment. 
Moreover, the import sales increment is dependent on MWDSC's rate structure, which 
means that it could be affected by changes in MWDSC's rate structure. 

3-2A.3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

Sweeping changes are being proposed in the MWDSC rate structure. MWDOC, as the 
wholesale interface between MWDSC and the local wholesale agencies, is currently 
studying the potential impacts that MWDSC's proposed rates could have on 
MWDOC's member agencies. However, these rate structure changes are still being 
formulated and have not been finalized. MWDOC is considering whether it should 
convert its variable charge into another type of fixed charge in line with MWDSC's 
proposed restructuring. For example, it is considering a fixed charge that would be 
linked to contract entitlements, as proposed in MWDSC's Tier 1 contract water charge 
(see below). 


3-2.5 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

MWDSC has been studying its rate structure intensively since the early 1990s. 
Changes have been made during that time and others are still being considered. Its 
current rates are summarized below. 


Tvoe of Charae 

Fixed 

Charaes 

Variable 
Rates (S/AF) 

Readiness-to-serve Charge 

Varies 


Connection Maintenance Charge 

$50/cfs 


Full Service Rate - treated 


$431 

Full Service Rate -untreated 


$349 

Shift Seasonal Storage Service - trtd 


$323 

Shift Seasonal Storage Service - untrtd 


$266 

Long-term Seas. Star. Service - trtd 


$290 

Long-term Seas. Stor. Service - untrtd 


$233 

Agricultural - treated 


$294 

Agricultural - untreated 


$236 


The most recent rate proposal was presented in a November 10, 2000, draft report. 
Proposed Rate Structure, which is considered a staff-level report that has not been 
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proposed rates in mis report are summarized oeiow. 


TvsJe of Charge 

Fixed 

Charges 

Variable 
Rate* li/AF) 

Readiness-to-serve Charge 

S4/AF 


Capacity Reservation Charae 

S25/AF 


Supply Contracts (Tier 1) 

S102/AF 


Growth Charges ($/connection) 
f related deiiveries 

$1,567 


Ufrtreateb deliveries 

$1,097 


System Access Rate 


$129 

Water Stewardship Rate 


$22 

System Power Rate 


$43 

Treatment Surcharge 


$88 

Peaking Surcharge 


$75 

Tier 2 Supplies (Exchange Pool) 


$152 

Interruptible Service Agreements 


Unspecified 


3-2.5.1 Cost of Service Objectives 

MWDSC's sustained rate setting process originated with the Rate Refinement Process 
and continued during its Strategic Planning Process in recognition of the need to make 
gradual, comprehensive improvements that address its evolving circumstances. 

3-2.5.1.1. Strategic Planning Principles 


future, providi 


tensive approach to now Metropolitan condi 
Tortunity for member agencies to competitive! 
upply while ensuring reliability, quality, an 


a*. MWDSC is responsible for managing regi 
iioriai supplies and capacity, and allocat 

XX X J ' 


•omotion. MWDSC will provide financial in 
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• Choice and competition. MWDSC will collaborate with its member agencies to 
develop resources to meet demands that exceed MWDSC's commitments. 

• Water quality responsibility. MWDSC is responsible for assuring that its supplies 
meet potable, recycled, and groundwater replenishment standards. 

• Cost allocation. MWDSC's current costs and financial commitments may not be 
fairly allocated under status quo conditions and will be addressed in a revised rate 
structure. 

• Rate structure. The framework for a revised rate structure will address cost 
allocations, financial commitments, unbundling of services, and fair compensation 
for services such as wheeling, peaking, growth, and others. The member agencies' 
commitments for demand for imported supplies and local resource programs have 
not yet been determined. 

• Financial integrity. MWDSC will take all necessary steps to assure the financial 
integrity of its operations. 

Additional guidelines were approved in 2000 for developing the rate structure: 

• Supply allocations. Dry-year allocations will be based on need. 

• Economic impact. No class of people will be significantly disadvantaged 
economically. 

• Fair. The structure will be fair. 

• Simple. The structure will be simple and easy to understand. 

3-2.5.1.2. Composite Rate Structure Framework 

These principles laid the foundation for a related Composite Rate Structure Framework 

whose primary objectives are the bases for designing rates: 

• Pricing and market mechanisms will promote the best use of available water. 

• Current and future costs of water supply and infrastructure will be fairly allocated 
among customer classes. 

• Rates and charges will generate sufficient revenue. 

• A greater portion of fixed costs will be recovered from fixed revenue sources. 

The Framework comprises elements that are designed to meet these objectives: 

• Regional approach. Rates and charges will be applied uniformly without 
geographic differentiation. 
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® Supply contracts. Long-term, take-or-pay contractual arrangements will be relied 
upon to provide greater certainty. 

® Two-tier pricing structure. Supply contracts will define the first tier and as-needed 

commodity purchases will define the second. All sendees (e.g., conveyance and 
distribution) will be uniform in both tiers with the exception of supply. Four goals 
will be met with tiered pricing: 

- Member agencies will not be placed at significant economic disadvantage. 

- Member agencies will have equal access to supplies based on need. 

- Pricing will balance risk and stability between MWDSC and member agencies. 

- Tier 2 will be priced higher than Tier 1. 

« Shortage allocations. Tier 2 water will be allocated during shortages based on 


® Market mechanisms. The Framework will be responsive to market forces between 
willing parties that want to develop additional imported water or local resources. 
The Framework will account for transactions that may increase or decrease Tier 1 
contract supplies. 

« Uniform system access rate. A uniform quantity rate will be charged for use of 
average annual system capacity. 

® Peak and growth capacity access rate. Other uniform and non-uniform fixed and 
quantity rates and charges will recover the costs of peak capacity for current 
customers and the average and peak capacity for future growth. 

@ Uniform water stewardship rate. A uniform quantity rate will recover the costs of 
conservation programs and development of local resources. 

9 Power rate. A uniform quantity rate will be charged for power, which for wheeling 
parties may be different depending on the sOiIiCC O £ power and any transactional 
costs. 

« Uniform treatment surcharge. A uniform treatment rate will cover the cost of 
MWDSC s treatment plants. 

® Interruptible service agreements. Water rates for groundwater replenishment and 

agricultural customers will reflect the system benefits paid for by these classes of 
customers. 


• New users. Some cost of capacity will be allocated to new users. 

@ New facilities. Collaborative planning will ensure fiscal accountability and 

financial commitment for investments in water projects. 


® Reserve policies. Minimum and maximum reserve balances will be governed by 

policies that ensure that an unacceptable amount of risk is not transferred to 


member agencies and wholesale purveyors while 
burdening rate payers with excessive reserve levels. 


same time not unduly 
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3-2.5,13, Additional Evaluation Criteria 

The rate-making objectives developed as part of MWDSC's strategic planning and rate 
refinement process reflect Board policy and technical issues raised by member 
agencies. The detailed rate design was also guided by standard rate-making criteria 
that are used for evaluating how well competing objectives are balanced. The criteria 
fall into five categories as described below. 

• Efficient resource management. Achieving broad resource management goals that 
benefit the region. 

- Economic efficiency. The rate structure sends a price signal that encourages 
member agencies to invest in economic local sources before increasing their use 
of imported water. The rate structure unbundles costs and prices additional 
water supply at the cost of development, rather than as a melded combined rate, 
so that member agencies can choose whether they will pay MWDSC for the 
increased cost of peaking and growth or select other options. 

- Future capital investments. The price signal encourages the most efficient use of 
water so that capacity expansion is deferred as long as possible. The rate 
structure provides incentives (i.e., growth charges can be avoided) to relieve the 
need to expand capacity to meet the needs of growth by developing economic 
local sources. Incentives (i.e., capacity reservation and peaking surcharges can 
be reduced or avoided) are also provided to reduce seasonal and daily peaking, 
which also defers the time when future capacity expansion will be required. 

• Customer equity. Achieving fair cost allocations among member agencies 

- Like rates for like services. All member agencies pay the same rate for the same 
service regardless of location in the service area. 

- Standby service costs. The rate structure recovers the cost of standby services 
(e.g., emergency storage) based on a reasonable measure of each member 
agency's potential need. 

- Growth pays a fair share. Member agencies will be allocated a proportionate 
share of the cost of capacity expansion created by growth within their service 
areas. The cost of capacity will approximate the unit cost of the system's 
conveyance, distribution, and treatment facilities, valued on the basis of 
depreciated reproduction cost less outstanding debt. 

- Peak vs. average usage. The costs of meeting peak demands will be paid in 
proportion to each member agency's peaking. 

• Financial sufficiency. Achieving complete cost recovery. 

- Cost recovery. Rates and charges will be adjusted annually to ensure that 
sufficient revenue is collected so that compliance with bond covenants, the 
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- Increased fixed revenues. The rate structure will increase the amount of revenue 
generated by fixed charges so that the reliance on revenue from variable charges 
is reduced, which balances the risks presented by unbundling rates and 
increasing the member agencies' options. 

Customer impacts. Achieving a fair distribution among the member agencies of 
the impacts of implementing a new rate structure. 

- Reliability benefits. The rate structure will align the costs of reliability with the 
member agencies' requirements through the use of supply contracts. 

Emergency standby benefits > The rate structure will ensure that member 
agencies will pay for their required standby service through the readiness-to- 
serve charge so that the service is there whenever required. 

- Peak capacity benefits. The rate structure will ensure that member agencies pay 
to reserve the peak capacity that they plan to use and pay more for unplanned, 
excess peak capacity. 

Simplicity. Achieving a rate structure that is no more complicated than is required 
to optimize resource management, customer equity, and financial sufficiency. 

- Understandable. The derivation and application of the rates can be explained, 
understood, and accepted. 

- Practical. The rates can be implemented and administered by MWDSC and its 
member agencies without disproportionate resource requirements. 


3-2.5.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weakness 

MWDSC's current rates consist of set of fixed and variable charges. The fixed charges 
generate 11 percent of the rate revenue and, combined with property taxes, 22 percent 
of MWDSC's total revenue. 


3-2.5.2.1. Fixed Charges 


There are three active and one suspended fixed charge. 


Keadmess-to-serve (RTS) charge. This charge covers of portion of debt service for 
projects that meet the reliability and quality needs of existing users. It is based on 
rolling average demand, converted to a flat monthly charge 
og»cb Bp’nnov is net of revonue from stencibv chsrpps. 


the amount paid by 


& a by charf 
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ased charge that co\ 


portion of tne costs of 


debt service. It was established in FY 1992-93 and can he charged on ail lane 
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parcels that have access to MWDSC's supply (regardless of whether water is being 
used).' Revenue from the standby charge is netted against the RTS charges at the 
option of the member agency. 

• Connection maintenance charge. This charge covers a portion of the costs 
associated with maintaining service connections. It is based on the capacity of the 
connection. 

• New demand charge. This charge was intended to recover the cost of additional 
capacity for growth. It would have been charged for demand in excess of historic 
average demands. The charge has been suspended pending further study. 

3-2.5.22. Variable Charges 

There are four pairs of volumetric charges whereby each charge is for either treated or 

untreated water. 

• Full service rate. The rate paid for basic water purchases at any time during the 
year. 

• Seasonal storage service rate. The rate charged for water that is delivered during 
the off-peak season for subsequent use during the next peak season. The rate is 
reduced from the full service rate because peak demand is shifted to the off-peak 
season. 

• Long-term seasonal storage service rate. The rate charged for water that is 
delivered and kept in groundwater storage for over one year. The rate is reduced 
because the peak load is shifted and reliability is improved. A certification process 
is required to determine whether the storage objective is achieved. 

• Agricultural rate. The rate charged for water used by agricultural customers. 

The following table summarizes the water sales and revenue associated with each of 

these charges for FY1999-00. 
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Table 3-3 

MWDSC Water Sales from Current Charges 



Acre-Feet 


Rate 


Percent | 


(FY1999-00) ($/AF) 

Revenue 

of Total 1 

Fixed Charges 





1 

Rcsdiirtfiss-to-ssrv e f Sfendby 




$ 80,000,000 

1 ‘T 0/ i 
i 1 70 

Connection maintenance 




S 2,849,000 

0% i 

Subtotal 




S 82,849,000 

-t T 0/ i 
11 /e i 

Variable Charges 






Basic treated 

1,021,000 

$ 

431 

S 440,051,000 

59% 

Basic untreated 

342,000 

$ 

349 

S 119,358,000 

16% 

Seasonal Shift Treated 

156,000 

$ 

323 

S 50,388,000 

7% 

Seasonal Shift Untreated 

88,000 

s 

266 

$ 23,408,000 

3% 

Seasonal Long-Term Treated 


$ 

290 



Seasonal Long-Term Untreated 


$ 

233 



Agricultural Treated 

83,000 

$ 

294 

S 24,402,000 

3% 

Agricultural Untreated 

14,000 

$ 

236 

$ 3,304,000 

0% 

Subtotal 

1,704,000 



$ 660,911,000 

89% 

Total 




S 743,760,000 

100% 


3-2.5.3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

MWDSC's current rates reflect several advances made in restructuring the rates that 
were made to recognize differences in services that are required by the member 
agencies. Circumstances have continued to evolve that are warranting consideration of 
additional restructuring. The proposed restructuring was presented in the November 
10, 2000, report. With the exception of the RTS charge and treatment surcharge, all of 
the current fixed and variable charges were modified. 


3-2.5.3.1. Fixed Charges 


* Readiness-to-serve charge. This charge recovers a portion of the cost of 
conveyance, distribution, and storage that is provided for emergency standby 
service. 


® Capacity reservation charge. The charge recovers the cost of peak distribution 
system capacity. It is based on the cost of the amount of maximum day capacity 
requested by member agencies. By paying the fixed charge for the capacity it 
requests, the member agency reserves the capacity for peaking. If the member 


agency exceeds its rese: 
October 31 tjosk sesson- 


red maximum day capacity dui 
Peaking Surcharge will apply (se 


■mg the 
e below) 



rate (contract). Contract water will be MWDSC's most 
supply, which member agencies will contract for a ten-year term fo: 
amount of 110% of the highest firm delivery during the ten years ending June 30, 
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2000. Contract amounts can be changed at any time through a transfer between 
willing parties. Agencies can also increase their initial contract amounts in 
collaboration with other agencies by requesting MWDSC to develop least-cost 
supplies. All agencies participating in supply expansion would pay the same 
incremental cost. 

• Growth charges. Growth charges would be levied on agencies whose demand 
exceeds their initial Tier 1 contract amount. The charge is a one-time payment to 
recover a proportionate amount of the existing capital investment and is paid when 
yew supply deliveries are requested or required for annexations. A credit is 
received for payments of prior annexation charges. 

3-2.5.3.2. Variable Charges 

These volumetric charges would be the same regardless of location. 

• System access rate (SAR). The charge recovers the cost of the conveyance and 
distribution system used for meeting average annual demands. The uniform 
volume charge would be paid by all member agencies receiving MWDSC water and 
for use of MWDSC's non-peak facilities for wheeling by member agencies or non¬ 
member third parties. 

• Water stewardship rate. The charge recovers the cost of demand management 
programs such as conservation programs and the development of local resources. 
This uniform volume charge would apply the same as the SAR and thereby also 
supports wheeling. 

• System power rate. The same uniform volume charge would be paid by all 
member agencies to recover the cost of pumping water through the State Water 
Project or Colorado River Aqueduct. Wheeling parties could supply their own 
power or pay MWDSC's actual cost. 

• Tier 2 supply rate (exchange pool). Tier 2 water would be available in years of 
normal water supply and is intended for demands in excess of Tier 1 contract 
supplies. Agencies could choose to purchase Tier 2 water or use non-MWDSC local 
supplies. For agencies that consistently rely on Tier 2 water, thereby exceeding their 
maximum initial contract amount, a growth charge and supply development fee 
would apply as well. 

• Treatment surcharge. This is the same charge as the current treatment surcharge. 
Interruptible customers would pay a portion of the treatment cost because of the 
reliability benefits received from having treated water for standby service. 

• Peaking surcharge. A volumetric charge equal to three times the member agency's 
Capacity Reservation Charge, which is paid for peaking in excess of the member 
agency's maximum day capacity reserved by paying Capacity Reservation Charges. 
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replenishment and agricultural customers, which wil 
contractual terms calling for interruptions during shortages. 


will be supplied 


Table 3-4 is a summary of the proposed rate changes. In addition to showing the 
proposed volumetric and fixed charges, this table indicates the amount of revenue that 

is projected for each charge, the costs that are being recovered, the unit costs, and the 
basis for levying the charge. The fixed charges will generate 44% of the rate revenue 
without including revenue from property taxes. 

This further restructuring reflects "unbundling" of costs that are embedded in the 
current structure. This unbundling itemizes specific services that are currently 
blended into less specific charges, which allows MWDSC to charge customers in 
keeping with the principles contained in the Framework. Figure 3-1 shows the 
relationship between the current and proposed rate structures, indicating how certain 
costs were aggregated into new rates. In some cases, costs that are recovered from 
volumetric charges have been shifted to fixed charges and vice versa. 

MWDSC compared the proposed rate structure with the current rate structure using 
the following set of objectives, which are similar to the Strategic Planning principles. 

® Accountability: cost of service approach. Although the current rates are cost 
based, the derivation of proposed rates is more consistent with industry standards 
for cost allocation analysis. 

® Regional provider: meet public needs. The current rates have a regional 
perspective but the proposed rates include a formula for needs-based supply 
allocation, 

® Financial integrity: fixed revenue. Fixed revenue from proposed rates increases 
from 22% to 44%. 

® Environmental responsibility; conservation and local resource development. 
Under the current rates, costs associated with environmental programs are 
embedded in the full-service rate and are thereby levied on all members. The 
proposed rates establish a separate stewardship charge, which is levied on all 
system users, member agencies, and third parties. 

• Supply certainty: known commitments. Under the current rates, member 
agencies are able to purchase as much as they require with no minimum thresholds 
or maximum caps, although certain rates encourage shifting demand to off peak 
seasons. The proposed rates are dependent on contractual limits, allocation 
formulae, and pricing that clarify MWDSC's and the member agencies' respective 
supply and demand commitments. 
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Table 3-4 

MWDSC Proposed Rate Structure 






Average Unit Costs ($/AF) 








Interruptible 



Revenue Requirement 


Contracts 

Tier 2 

Service 


Rate Element 

($000,000s) 

% 

Cost Recovery Principle 

(Tierl) 

(Exch Pool) 

Agrmts 

Basis for Charge 

Volumetric Rates 








System Access Rate 



Capacity to meet average 




For all water used by all member agencies 

Conveyance 

$179.0 

21% 

annual demands, net revenue from 





Distribution 

$68.0 

8% 

Growth Charges 





Subtotal 

$247.0 

29% 

$129 

$129 

$129 


Water Stewardship Rate 

$42.0 

5% 

Conservation programs and 
development of local sources 

$22 

$22 

$22 

For all water used by all member agencies 

System Power Rate 

$83.0 

10% 

Pumping power 

$43 

$43 

$43 

For all water used by all member agencies 

Treatment Surcharge 

$103.0 

12% 

Treatment capacity and operations 

$88 

$88 

$58 

For all water used by all member agencies; 
interruptible contracts pay a portion for standby 

Peaking Surcharge 

Inc. in CRC 


Peaking in excess of max day reserve 




Three times the Capacity Reservation Charge 

Tier 2 Supplies (Exchange Poo!) 



Investments in additional resources. 




For water used to meet demands during droughts 




credited pro rata to Tier 1 amounts 

$0 

$152 

$25 

emergencies, and market uncertainties, as available 

Interruptible Service Agreements 



For groundwater replenislunent and 




Similar to current interruptible rates 




agricultural customers 





Subtotal - Volumetric Rates 

$475.0 

56% 


$282 

$434 

$277 


Fixed Charges 








Readiness-to-serve 



Portion of the cost of conveyance. 




I en-year rolling average of firm demands 

Emergency storage 

$67.0 

8% 

distribution, and storage on standby 





Standby conveyance capacity 

$65.0 

8% 

for emergencies, net revenue from 





Standby distribution capacity 

$17.0 

2% 

Growth Charges, standby charges, and 





Standby treatment capacity 

$0.0 

0% 

property taxes 





Subtotal 

$149.0 

18% 

$4 

$4 

$0 


Capacity Reservation Charge 



Reserved maximum day peak capacity. 




$9,375/cfs of requested maximum day capacity 

Conveyance 

$0.0 

0% 

net revenue from Growth Charges 





Distribution 

$43.0 

5% 






Treatment 

$0.0 

0% 






Subtotal 

$43.0 

5% 


$25 

$25 

$0 


Supply Contracts (Tier 1) 

$176.0 

21% 

Fixed supply costs 

$102 

$0 

$0 

110% of highest firm delivery in last ten years 

Subtotal - Fixed Charges 

$368.0 

44% 


$131 

$29 

$0 

Total 

$843.0 

100% 


$413 

$463 

$277 


Growth Charge 








Treated deliveries 



Reimbursement to existing customers by 

$1,267 



Unit cost of equity in existing system capacity 

Untreated deliveries 



new users for equity in existing capacity 

$1,097 



paid at one time for capacity for growth 
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• Choice and competition: linkage between services and pricing. The current rates 
bundle the costs of services in the full service rate. The proposed rates unbundle 
supply, conveyance, distribution, and power costs. The proposed rates also 
distinguish between contract and non-contract purchases, which allows hydrologic 
and market conditions to be reflected in pricing. 

• Water quality: source and treatment. Both current and proposed rates support 
water quality. 

• Equity: fair cost allocations. Both rates provide for wheeling, standby service, and 
equal treatment of customers, although the proposed rates are improved. The 
proposed rates explicitly allocate capacity costs for peaking and system expansion 
to separate charges. 


3-2.6. Orange County Water District 

The Orange County Water District (OCWD) supplies groundwater to more than 20 
cities and water agencies. OCWD primarily recharges its groundwater basin with 
water from the Santa Ana River and to a lesser extent with imported water purchased 
from the MWDSC. Its rates are summarized below. 


Type of Charqe 

Fixed 

Charges 

Variable 
Rates ($/AF1 

Replenishment Assessment 

M&l 

Agricultural 

Basin Equity Assessment 


$107 

$53 

$286 - $336 


3-2.6.1. Cost of Service Objectives 

The District's rate-making objective is to treat all of its customers equitably and fairly, 
to avoid any adjudication, and to keep its groundwater basin at safe levels. Its rates are 
set whereby the wholesale customers can pump up to 75% of their needs at the 
District's melded cost. The rate for pumping over 75% is linked to MWDSC's rates so 
that there is no economic benefit to pump OCWD's water instead of purchasing water 
from MWDSC. The range in the basin equity assessment is due to credits for local 
pumping costs. 
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The agricultural 


was establis 


the 


1950s and 


is 50% of the M&I rate. 


Agricultural demand is only 


1 t ■* 

about 


Al 


out of the; 


3-2,6,2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The rate structure is currently achieving its objectives. The District is not adjudicated 
and in the last 25 years they have doubled their water production. Their rates are set to 
enable them to buy less expensive water from MWDSC when supply availability 
permits. The cost of replenishment water from MWDSC (currently $250/AF) is less 
than the basin equity assessment so their costs for replacing water pumped in excess 
of the 75% threshold are covered. 


The arbitrary reduction in agricultural rates poses no significant cost of service issues 
because agricultural demand is a small part of the total. 

3-2.63. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

The District recently considered converting to a tiered rate structure that would have 
added a third tier to the current two-tier structure. The first tier would apply to 
pumpage up 55 percent of the member agency's needs, This is the level of pumping 
that the District believes can be maintained through natural recharge and would be 
priced at the basic cost of basin operations. The second tier, from 55% to 75% of agency 
needs, would add the cost of replenishment water to the tier 1 base rate, The third tier 
would equal the District's current tier 2 rate, which is the alternative source of supply. 
These changes were not adopted and no other changes are anticipated in the near 
future. 


3-2.7. Portland Bureau of Water Works 


Portland provides treated water to retail City of Portland customers and its suburban, 
wholesale customers. Its rates are summarized below. 


Tvoe of Charge 

Fixed . 
Charges 

Variable 
Rates C5/AF) 

Service charge, per meter per day 
Commodity Rate 

$0.12 

$241 -$366 


3-2.7.1. Cost of Service Objectives 


3-2. 
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The Bureau's rate structure appears to be largely the result of long-term contracts 
established almost 25 years ago. This structure reflects the varying costs of capacity 
and transmission, pumping, and other operating expenses associated with its 
wholesale customer, which are located in four distinct service areas: 

• Service Area 1. Water from supply conduits (nearest the source). 

• Service Area 2. Water from gravity transmission (use a little more of the overall 
system). 

• Service Area 3. Water from pumped system. 

• Service Area 5. Water from Washington County Supply Line (special transmission 
line serving westside customers). 

Some of the allocation is based on the cost for special facilities. For example. Service 
Area 3 customers are on a pumped system for all water, whereas Service Area 5 
customers use pumps only for backup. Portland also shares in the pumping costs, 
which are allocated based on recent and forecasted demand. Most of the rates are 
related to the differences between service areas, but the current rates also reflect 
differences within the same service area based on summer peaking. 

3-2.7.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The strength of the current rate structure is that the majority of the revenue is derived 
from the variable, thereby promoting conservation, although the Bureau appears to 
have a reliable source of supply and is not under pressure to reduce consumption. 
Differences in fixed costs are reflected in the variable rates, so it appears that the cost 
allocations are equitable. 

3-2.7.3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

Portland Water currently has fourteen 25-year agreements with cities and water 
districts, with earliest renewal at the end of 2004. They also have five private water 
companies (serving less than 1% of the wholesale customers) with 5-year agreements 
that will expire at the end of 2001. Portland Water expects to make some changes in its 
wholesale agreements, but the pricing methodology and rate structure are the subject 
of discussion. 
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3-2,8, San Diego County Wafer Authority 

The Authority provides either treated or untreated water or both to 23 member 
agencies; of its total deliveries, more than half is untreated water. Its rates are 

summarized below’. 


Tvoe of Charae 

Fixed 

Charoes 

Variable 
Rates fi/AR 

Infrastructure Access Charge, per EMU 

$1 


Standby Water Availability Charge 

$10 


Uniform Quantity Charge - treated 


$521 

Uniform Quantity Charge - untreated 


$439 


3-2.8.1. Cost of Service Objectives 

The Authority determined that a new source of fixed revenue was needed to provide 
better coverage of their projected fixed expenditures, to better match their fixed and 
variable expenses with fixed and variable revenues, and to better reflect changes in the 
water industry in Southern California. Therefore, they have diversified their rates to 
include fixed components to reduce revenue variability. These fixed charges include 
an Infrastructure Access Charge (IAC) of $1 per household served, and a Standby 
Water Availability Charge of $10 per parcel or acre. 

3-2.8.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The current rate structure better matches the Authority's fixed and variable 
expenditures and revenues, and improves the reliability of the revenues. However, 
continuing changes in the water industry, specifically the probable shift in MWDSC's 
rate to more fixed charges, mean that the Authority will need to continue to adjust and 
refine its rate structure. 

3-Z.8.3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

The Authority is examining a variety of different rate structures to determine what will 
better serve its member agencies. These rate structures range from the "postage 

stamp" commodity rates that the Authority currently uses to incrementally separated 

services and costs that offer member agencies greater flexibility in choosing service 
options for water supply, transportation, and storage. The Authority may also 
consider establishing contractual deliveries for its member agencies, such as are being 
proposed by MWDSC. 

r x j 
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3-2.9. San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) is responsible for providing 
water to retail customers in the City of San Francisco and 26 wholesale municipal and 
private water agencies located in San Mateo, Santa Clara, and Alameda Counties. 
Two-thirds of its water is delivered to the wholesale suburban customers. Its rates are 
summarized below. 


Type of Charge 

Fixed 

Charges 

Variable 
Rates ($/AF) 

Monthly Service Charge, per EMU 

Uniform Quantity Charge 

$9-$1,010 

$375 


3-2.9.1. Cost of Service Objectives 

The SFPUC is an example of a city that extended service to suburban customers who 
for many years were billed like in-city retail customers. Until the 1980s, the suburban 
wholesale rate consisted of service charges that were nominal compared to the 
quantity charges, which were based on decreasing rate blocks. The wholesale rate 
structure was changed to generate slightly more revenue from the service charges (up 
from 4% to 10% of total rate revenue). The decreasing block rate structure was 
converted to a uniform quantity charge. 

3-2.9.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The SFPUC and its suburban customers have been satisfied with the current rate 
structure until recently when system expansion have become an issue between 
growing and non-growing communities. The current rates, with a fixed charge that is 
based on service connection capacity, recovers some of the cost of capacity from 
customers in proportion to their capacity requirements, but not so much that 
differences between customers is significant. The fixed charges are viewed as token 
charges because they are so small compared to the total. When the rates were 
restructured in the 1980s and the fixed charges were increased, some agencies down¬ 
sized their connections to meet their needs. 

As agencies have grown, they have increased the size of their connections, but it is not 
felt that the amount of the fixed charges approaches the cost of capacity. Although 
there is a specific methodology for determining the wholesale revenue requirement. 
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there is no direct linkage between the fixed and variable cost components and the fixed 
and variable charges. 


3-2.9, 3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 


The wholesale suburban customers have been aware of the differences that exist 
between the communities that are approaching build out and those that are still 
growing. There have also been concerns about peak day and peak hour demands, 
which at times have stressed the wholesale delivery facilities. Discussions have 
occurred regarding the installation of demand recording devices so that peak demand 
rates could be levied. Other than discussions, there have been no devices installed that 
would allow for charging peak demands. 


The 5FPUC is faced with a substantial capital improvement program related to both 
replacements as well as system expansion. It is expected that tiered pricing will be 
introduced in which a higher rate will be charged for growth-related capacity. This 
pricing may also take into account the increased costs of reliability for existing 
customers, as well as growth. 




Seattle Water Department 


I he Seattle Water Department serves retail City of SGelttiG 

A J 

suburban customers. Its rates are summarized below. 


customers and wholesale 


Type of Charge 

Fixed 

Charges 

Variable 
Rates ($/AF) 

Monthly Service Charge, per EMU 

S54-$1,236 


Peak demand (May 16 - Sept 15} 


$510 

Off-Peak demand (Sept 16 - May 15) 
Demand Charge (per 1,000 gal of deficient 


S335 

stQrage) 

$22 


Growth charge 


$274 


3-2.10.1. Cost of Service Objectives 

Seattle's wholesale rates are based on cost of service methods prescribed in its 

wholesale water supply contracts. The monthly service charges, which are based on the 
meter size of the wholesale customer, are a fixed cost that contributes a very small 

portion of the Department's total wholesale revenues. 
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Seattle has what they refer to as "peak" and "off-peak" commodity rates. In effect, 
these are really seasonal rates, with the peak season being May 16 to September 15. 
The peak season rate is based on a marginal cost framework; the off-peak rate is the 
amount needed to cover the remaining costs. There is more than a 50 percent 
difference between the off-peak and peak rates. 

Along with the demand charge, these rates are intended to encourage cities to build 
their own storage supplies. The demand charge produced the desired result and now 
it is rare that any demand charges are charged. 

The Department also has a variable rate growth charge that is intended to pay for 
expanding the capacity of the system as needed. The charge is levied against demand 
in excess of average demand in 1979 through 1981, when their wholesale contracts 
were signed. The charge is based on the cost of system expansion costs that have 
occurred since that time. The costs of expansion are allocated among the wholesale 
customers based on their shares of growth and converted into a volumetric charge that 
is applied to all sales. 

3-2.10.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The Department's rate structure has worked well in reducing peak summer demands. 
The Department does not appear to be struggling with fluctuations in its revenues, 
which can occur with a largely variable rate structure. 

3-2.10.3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

There are currently no changes being considered. 


3-2.11. Southern Nevada Water Authority 

The Southern Nevada Water Authority has seven wholesale member agencies. It was 
established to address water supply on a regional basis, without regard for differences 
among individual purveyors. Its rates are summarized below. 


TvDe of Charqe 

Fixed 

Charaes 

Variable 
Rates ($/AF) 

Uniform Quantity Charge 


$157 
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3-2,11,1, Cost of Service Objectives 

The Authority's ratemaking objective is to fully cover its expenses of operations. It 

does not attempt to send a water conservation message to its wholesale customers; 
instead, the member agencies can implement water conservation rates in their retail 
rate structures. 


3-2.11,2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 


The strength of using a uniform rate is its simplicity and ease of implementation. The 

wholesale member agencies are given the greatest flexibility to structure their local 
retail rates according to local requirements without conflict with the regional wholesale 
rate structure. 


3-2,11.3, Potential Rate Structure Changes 

The Authority does not intend to change its wholesale water rate structure in the 
foreseeable future. 


3-2,12. Zone 7 Water Agency 

The Zone 7 Water Agency serves the Livermore-Amador Valley, which primarily 
includes the cities of Dublin, Livermore and Pleasanton. Zone 7 provides treated water 
from imported sources to its wholesale contract agencies and to a few "direct service" 
retail customers. 15% of its supply comes from groundwater pumped into the system 
from Zone 7 wells. Its contract agencies purchase treated water from Zone 7 and also 
pump groundwater. Its rates are summarized below. 


Type of Charge 

Fixed 

Charges 

Variable 

Rates ($/AF) 

Monthly Service Charge, per account 

$110 


Decreasing blocks (monthly use) 



0 - 33 hcf 


$963 

34 - 333 hcf 


$771 

334 - 3.333 hcf 


$615 

over 3,333 hcf 


$539 

Recharge fee 


$354 


Hilton Famkopf & Hobson, LLC 


3-28 










Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis 


_ Section 3 

Alternative Cost of Service Approaches 


3-2.12.1. Cost of Service Objectives 

Zone 7's ratemaking objective is to provide sufficient quantities and quality of water to 
its customers and to cover all of its costs. The contract agencies agreed to pumping 
quotas in the 1960s when Zone 7 became a State Water Contractor so that Zone 7 
would be able to sell sufficient water to cover its costs. None of the contract agencies 
has capacity committed to it in their contracts with Zone 7, however. 

3-2.12.2. Rate Structure Strengths and Weaknesses 

The rates cover all of the agencies' costs and the groundwater basin has been kept at 
acceptable levels. The monthly service charge is based on the cost of meter reading 
and billing and the decreasing block rates has no affect on the wholesale customers, 
virtually all of whose consumption occurs in the tail block. When the District was 
formed, there were a few direct retail customers. A decreasing block rate schedule was 
used to cover the extra cost of billing these customers and to discourage any other 
individuals from becoming direct retail customers. 

The recharge fee is derived by taking Zone 7's average cost of water and subtracting 
the cost of treatment, which approximates the cost of untreated water. This approach 
is reasonable because Zone 7 uses its imported water to recharge the basin. 

3-2.12.3. Potential Rate Structure Changes 

The rate structure is achieving Zone 7's objectives. There are no rate structure changes 
planned at this time. 


3-3. Evaluation of Approaches 

3-3.1 Rate Structure Summary 

The rate structures for the agencies surveyed are summarized in Table 3-5. Table 3-5 
lists the fixed and variable charges, the amount of rate revenue recovered from each 
charge, and further comments about the basis for the charge. 
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i Contra. Costa Water District 
! Momhiy’Servres Hharor: -- 


QuanmyQiarge 
Demand charges - 
Maximum day 
Maximum hour 
Demand charges - 
Maxi mum mdrith. 


recording meters 


snreeording meters 


Per connection regardless of size 
For a/s water usee. 

i Based on rolling 12-month average demand converted to a fixed char 
Based oh rolling 12-month average demand converted to a fixed char 

:BaSed On. rsliing.SS-rrionth average demand;converted;to a : fixed charge. 


I'Denver Board of Water 

| Uniform Quantity Charge 


i Greater Vancouver Water District 
j UntfOrm Quarttrty'Charge : 



MWD of Southern California (current) 
Readiness-to-serve Charge 
Connection Maintenance Charge 
Full Service Rate - treated 
Full Service Rate -untreated 
Shift Seasonal Storage Service - trtd 
Shift Seasonal Storage Service - untrtd 
Long-term Seas. Stor. Service - trtd 
Long-term Seas. Stor. Service - untrtd 
Agricultural - treated 
Agricultural * untreated 


MWD of Southern California (proposed) 
Readiness-to-serve Charge 
Capacity Reservation Charge 
Supply Contracts (Tier 1) 

Growth Charges ($/connection) 

Treated deliveries 
Untreated deliveries 
System Access R3te 
Water Stewardship Rate 
System Power Rate 
Treatment Surcharge 

Peaking Surcharge 

Tier 2 Supplies (Exchange Pool) 

Interruptible Service Agreements 



For all treated water used by member a 


Per retail meter within the wholesale member agency. 

MWDSC pass-through, based on a rolling average demand converted to a 
fixed charge. 

MWDSC pass-through cost 
To cover MW DOC overhead. 


Based on rolling 3-year average demand converted to a fixed charge. 
Based on capacity of service connection; 

For all water used by all member agencies. 

For ali water used by all member agencies. 

For water taken in off-peak season for use during peak season. 

For water taken in off-peak season for use during peak season. 

For water stored in groundwater basins for over one year. 

For water stored in groundwater basins for over one year. 

For agricultural customers. 

For agricultural customers. 


Based on rolling 10-year average demand converted to a fixed charge. 
$9,375/cfs of requested maximum day-capacity. 

110% of highest firm delivery in last ten years. 

Unit cost of equity in existing system capacity paid 
at one time for capacity for growth. 

For all water used by ail member agencies. 

For ail water used by aii member agencies. 

For all water used by all member agencies. 

For all water used by ail member agencies; 
interruptible contracts pay a portion for standby benefits. 

3 times Capacity Reservation Charge. 

For water used to meet demands during droughts, 
emergencies, .and maker uncertainties, as available. 

Similar to current interruptible rates. 
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Table 3-5 

Summary of Wholesale Rates (cont.) 


TvDe of Charae 

Fixed 

Charaes 

Variable 
Rates f$/AF) 

Percent 
of Rate 
Revenue 

Comments 

Orange County Water District 

Replenishment Assessment 





M&l 


$107 

99% 

For water used by all retail agencies up to 75% of needs. 

Agricultural 


$53 

1% 

50% of M&l rate. 

Basin Equity Assessment 


$286 - $336 

0% 

Surcharge on quantity charge for pumping in excess of 75% of Basin 





Production Percentage. 

Portland Bureau of Water Works 





Service charge, per meter per day 

$0.12 


<1% 

Per meter regardless of size 

Commodity Rate 


$241 - $366 

100% 

Varies depending on location (T&D and pumping differentials). 

San Diego County Water Authority 





Infrastructure Access Charge, per EMU 

$i 


4% 

Per equivalent meter unit 

Standby Water Availability Charge 

$10 


5% 

Demand charge per acre or parcel. 

Uniform Quantity Charge - treated 


$521 

91% 

Pass-through of MWDSC's $431 charge. SDCWA adds $90. 

Uniform Quantity Charge - untreated 


$439 


Pass-through of MWD’s $349 charge. SDCWA adds $90. 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 





Monthly Service Charge, per EMU 

$9-SI ,010 


10% 

Per equivalent meter unit 

Uniform Quantity Charge 


$375 

90% 

Charge for water delivered based on one-month meter readings. 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 





Basic user charge 

M&l 


$310 and $115 

90% 

Applies to groundwater, untreated surface water, and treated water. 

North County and South County, respectively. 

Agricultural 


$31 and $11.50 

<1% 

North County and South County, respectively. 10% of M&I basic user charge. 

Treated water surcharge 





Contract water 


$70 

7% 

Added to basic user charge. 

Non-contract water 


$0 

0% 

Can vary from $0 to as much as contract water surcharge. 

Water masier surcharge 


$11.75 

<1% 

Added to untreated surface water only. 

Recycled water 


$80 and S20 

<1% 

M&i and agricultural, respectively. 

Seattle Water Department 

Monthly Service Charge, per EMU 

$54-$1,236 


5% 

Varies from 1 H to 24" meter sizes. 

Peak demand (May 16 - Sept 15} 


$510 

82% 

Seasonal differential intended to reduce summer consumption. 

Off-Peak demand (Sept 16 - May 15} 
Demand Charge (per 1,000 gal of deficient 
storage} 

$22 

$335 

<1% 

Based on an hourly peaking of 30% of the average daily use. Intended to 
encourage cities to build their own storage supplies. 

Growth charge 


$274 

13% 

Intended to pay for expanded facility capacities. 

So. Nevada Water Authority 





Uniform Quantity Charge 


$157 

100% 

Uniform rate for all water delivered. 

Zone 7 Water Agency 





Monthly Service Charge, per account 

$110 


1% 

Per metered service regardless of size. 

Decreasing blocks (monthly use} 





0 - 33 hcf 


$963 

0% 

For metered water in tier. 

34 - 333 hcf 


$771 

0% 

For metered water in tier. 

334 - 3,333 hcf 


$615 

0% 

For metered water in tier. 

over 3,333 hcf 


$539 

99% 

For all other metered water. 

Recharge fee 


$354 

0% 

For water pumped in excess of Groundwater Pumping Quota. 


Clearly, the ranking is judgmental and the relative standing among agencies is 
debatable, but the overall standing of these agencies is reasonably accurate. 

There are general as well as agency-specific cost of service issues associated with each 
element and with combinations of elements. 
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Portland Bureau of Water Works 
Service charge, per meter per day 
Commodity Rate 


San Diego County Water Authority 
Infrastructure Access Charge, per EMU 
Standby Water Availability Charge 
Uniform Quantity Charge - treated 
Uniform Quantity Charge - untreated 


San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Monthly Service Charge, per EMU 
Uniform Quantity Charge 


5% 

$521 91% 

$43S 


$S- $1,010 10% 

$375 90% 


Santa Clara Valley Water District 

Basic user charge 

M&! 

Agricultural 

Treated water surcharge 

Contract water 

Non-contract water 

Water master surcharge 

Recycled water 


$310 and-$115 
$31 and $11.50 

S70 

$0 

$11,75 
$80 arid $20 

90% 

<1% 

7% 

0% 

<1% 

<1% 

Seattle Water Department 




Monthly Service Charge, per EMU 

S54- $1,236 


5% 

Peak demand {May 16 - Sept 15) 


. $510 

82% 

Off-Peak demand (Sep! 16 - May 15) 


$335 


Demand Charge (per 1,000 ga! of deficent 




storage) 

$22 


<1% 

Growth charge 


$274 

13% 

So. Nevada Water Authority 




Uniform Quantity Charge 


$157 

100% 


Per equivalent meter unit 
Demand charge per acre or parcel. 

Pass-through of MWDSC's $431 charge. SDGWA adds $90 
Pass-through of MWD's $34S charge. SDCWA adds $90. 


Per equivalent meter unit 

Charge for water delivered based on one-month meter readings. 


Applies to groundwater, untreated surface water, and treated water. 

North County and South County, respectively. 

North County and South County, respectively, 10% of M&l basic user charge. 
Added to basic user charge. 

Gan vary from SO to as much as contract water surcharge: 

Added to untreated surface water oniy. 

M&l and agricultural, respectively. 


Varies from 1" to 24" meter sizes. 

Seasonal differential intended to reduce summer consumption. 

Based on an hourly peaking of 30% of the average daily use. Intended to 
encourage cities to build their own storage supplies. 

Intended to pay for expanded facility capacities 


Uniform rate for all water delivered. 



Zone 7 Water Agency 

Monthly Service Charge, per account 
Decreasing blocks (monthly use) 
0-33 .hcf 
34 - 333 hcf 
334 - 3,333 hcf 
over 3,333 hcf 
i Recharge fee 
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Table 3-6 

Summary of Wholesale Rate Structure Elements 
(Agencies Ranked in Increasing Order of Complexity) 


Wholesale Water Agency 


Fixed Charges _ Variable Charges _ 

Connection Per Per Acre Peak Peak By 

Capacity Account or Parcel Demand Uniform Tiered Seasonal Demand Location 


Denver Board of Water 


No fixed charges 


Greater Vancouver Water District 


No fixed charges 


Southern Nevada Water Authority 


No fixed charges 


Orange County Water District 


No fixed charges 


Santa Clara Valley Water District 


No fixed charges 


San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission 


Municipal Water District 
of Orange County 


Portland Bureau of Water Works 


San Diego County Water Authority 


Zone 7 Water Agency 


Seattle Water Department 


Contra Costa Water District 


Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California 
Current structure 
Proposed structure 


3-3.2.1. Fixed Charges 

Fixed charges typically recover a small portion of the agencies' fixed costs, which are 
the majority of the costs. Charges per connection size or per account are recovering at 
least the cost of meter reading, meter maintenance, and customer billing and may also 
be recovering a portion of the capital cost. When significant capital cost recovery 
occur, the charge may be related to the amount of capacity used (based on historic or 
projected demand) instead of on the size of the connection. In this case, there may also 
be contractual requirements stipulating charges for additional capacity or for peaking. 
Agencies with fixed peak charges are regarded as having the most complex rates. Per 
acre or per parcel charges were only seen within the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California's service area, where they were established as one of the original 
funding mechanisms. Otherwise, such charges are uncommon. 

The cost of service issues associated with fixed charges are fundamental to rate design. 
How much revenue, if any, is recovered by these agencies from their fixed charges 
varies considerably. From the purchaser's perspective, the preference may be as little 
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as possible. However, when there is potential for some customers to shift their loads, 
customers without that option may be vulnerable to paying a higher portion of fixed 

costs through variable charges, and may prefer a fixed charge, particularly if it is 

reasonably related to fixed costs. 

Not all agencies, including the District have fixed charges, In three cases, Denver, 
Greater Vancouver, and Southern Nevada, the agencies have only uniform quantity 
charges. As result, no cost allocations are required for setting their current rates, which 
is not to say that these agencies have no rate design or cost of service issues. 

Two of the agencies. Orange County and the District, have no fixed charges but have 
multiple variable charges, and therefore require cost allocations in setting their rates. 

3-3.2,2, Variable Charges 


Variable charges recover a majority of most water agencies' costs, typically far 
exceeding the variable costs. The cost of service issues related to variable charges deal, 
first, with the relationship between fixed and variable costs, and, second, with the 
differences among customers related to peaking, location served, and type of service or 
water use. 


The most common form of variable charge among wholesale water agencies is a 
uniform volumetric charge, which all but two of the agencies surveyed have. Tiered 
volume charges are uncommon because they are difficult to design where one set of 
tiers fits all sizes of purchaser. This is not to say that they are not being explored as a 
means for managing demands and providing incentives. Seasonal rates and peak 
demand charges are employed when time-of-use affects the availability of facility 
capacity. Variable charges that differ by location are usually employed when there are 
geographically distinct zones. 

Uniform volume charges are generally set by the agencies surveyed following some 
form of proportional allocation. Of the time-differentiated volume charges, Seattle sets 

its seasonal rate based on the marginal cost for the summer rate, with the difference 
made up by the winter rate. MWDSC's seasonal rates are discounted to encourage off- 
peak use and storage. 

The volumetric peak demand charges are found with the two other agencies in the 
survey that also provide groundwater In their cases, the charge is related to managing 

the groundwater basin. In MWDSC's case, the peak demand charge in its proposed 

rates would be linked to purchases in excess of contract amounts. 
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In several of these cases, cost of service allocations may be combined with policy to 
achieve a fair effect. This is most common where the type of use is recognized in rate 
making by the agencies surveyed. Type of use rate making considerations apply to 
agricultural and interruptible service. These rates are typically steeply discounted for 
agricultural customers, whose use of the water does not produce the benefits received 
by M&I customers. Interruptible rates are also discounted in return for the willingness 
to discontinue service during emergencies. 

3-3.2.3. Agencies with Variable Charges Only 

Three agencies, Denver, Greater Vancouver, and Southern Nevada, have rates that 
consist of uniform quantity charges only. With these agencies, the simplicity of their 
rate structures stems from their missions, which is to serve as a bulk supplier of water 
that is available to all member agencies regardless of any differences among them. 
Denver's rates are the result of negotiation with its wholesale customers. Greater 
Vancouver has recently examined whether seasonal rates should be considered to 
attenuate peaks, a study that was requested by its wholesale customers that are 
concerned with the varying demands placed on the system by customers. Southern 
Nevada does not anticipate changing its wholesale rate structure. In each case, the 
member agencies use their retail rate structures as they deem appropriate to account 
for difference among rate payers. Given the simplicity of their rate structures, cost of 
service allocations are not required. 

The next agency in this group. Orange County, differs from the other agencies 
surveyed because it provides only groundwater basin recharge and management 
services. It has rates that are cost-based, uniform volume charges for all water 
pumped, which, from a cost of service standpoint is not more complicated than Greater 
Vancouver's or Southern Nevada's rate structures. However, Orange County's 
structure illustrates where the strict application of cost of service analysis ends and 
resource management policy begins. For water pumped in excess of 75% of the 
member agency's total demands, a surcharge is applied based on the cost of MWDSC 
water. Agencies are therefore encouraged not to pump beyond a certain amount, 
beyond which they pay the same as the cost of imported replenishment water. 


3-3.2A. Agencies with Fixed and Variable Charges 

When both fixed and variable charges occur in a rate structure, cost of service issues 
are more pronounced. The fundamental issue concerns the correspondence between 
fixed costs and fixed charges. Water agencies' costs are 70% fixed or greater, but fixed 
charges are rarely set that high. When agencies set their fixed charges, they typically 
must determine how much of their fixed costs they will recover from variable charges. 
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Table 3-2 indicates that revenue from variable charge; 


and other non-operating revenues, is generally 80% or more, which is the inverse of 
how much of the agencies' costs are variable. As a result of the heavy reliance on 
revenue from variable sources, wholesale agencies' revenues are subject to fluctuation, 
which can occur because of climatic influences and decisions made by individual 
member agencies as to which supply option to use. With the potential for wheeling in 
today's water market, some wholesale agencies have become more vulnerable to load 
shifting by individual customers, causing them to study rate structures that recover 
more revenue from fixed charges. 


Of those agencies that have both fixed and variable charges, San Francisco's rate 
structure is one of the simplest, with a set of fixed charges based on equivalent meter 
sizes and a uniform volume charge. There is no cost basis for the amount of revenue 
that is recovered from its fixed charge. It has historically been deemed a reasonable 
amount in normal years of supply, given the relative stability of its revenue from its 
variable charge. During periods of rationing, however, when customer purchases were 
curtailed, large swings in the variable charge occurred to maintain revenue neutrality. 


MWDOC's rates are also comparatively' simple. Its costs are allocated based on 
measures of benefit that are deemed fair by the member agencies. About half is 
recovered from a fixed charge that is related to the size of the wholesale agency and the 
other half is surcharged on MWDSC's volume charge. Because MWDOC has no 
facilities, there are no cost of service issues related to allocating operating and capital 
costs. 

Portland's comparatively simple rates consist of a nominal charge per account and 
uniform quantity charges that are differentiated by location. The fixed charge was 
larger until recently, when it was reduced to an amount that is less than the costs of 
meter reading and billing. For ail intents and purposes, Portland's expenses are 
covered by its variable, uniform charge. Portland is the only one of the agencies 
surveyed that uses a "railroad ticket" cost of sendee approach. Operating and capital 
costs for all functions are allocated in proportion to use based on which facilities are 
used. 


San Diego's fixed charges are in part a function of the wholesale rates it pays MWDSC 
and passes through to its member agencies. Like MWDOC, it also has a fixed charge 
that is related to the service connection capacity of its member agencies' retail 
customers. As a result of property-based revenue, San Diego receives the majority of 
from fixed revenue sources; however, of the rate revenue it receives, the 
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Zone 7's rate structure is unusual in certain respects but shares features with other 
wholesale agencies. Its fixed charge per account is simple, though less common for a 
wholesale water agency. Its volume charges are an unusual combination of nominal 
decreasing block rates and a surcharge for excess pumping. There is no cost basis for 
the decreasing block rate structure, other than it generates the required revenue. The 
size of the blocks and the rate per block are intended to discourage individual retail 
customers from requesting service. The recharge fee is different from Orange County's 
rates. Orange County's charge for excess pumping is linked to the alternative source. 
Zone 7's is based on the cost of replenishment water. 

As one of the four cities in this survey that supplies wholesale water to suburban 
customers, Seattle's rates are the most sophisticated. Seattle's rate structure is a 
combination of traditional and innovative elements. Its fixed service charges are 
conventional and designed to recover the costs of meter reading, billing, and 
maintenance. Its demand charge was designed to encourage member agencies to 
construct local storage, which was successful. Its seasonal rates do not allocate peak 
system costs to customers in proportion to their peak season demands, per se. Instead, 
the peak rate is set using marginal costs and the off-peak rate makes up the remainder. 

Contra Costa's rates are well suited to a wholesale agency with six wholesale 
customers. With that many wholesale customers, it has been possible for Contra Costa 
to meter and bill its customers based on peak day and peak hour demands (or in some 
cases on peak month demand). It charges a monthly charge per account for the cost of 
monitoring peak flows and billing appropriately. Like Seattle and MWDSC, Contra 
Costa's peak charges are based on flows that are converted to fixed charges. The fixed 
and variable charges are determined based on cost allocations that conform strictly 
with the cost of service. 

MWDSC's current rates have become more sophisticated in response to an awareness 
of widening differences among its member agencies. Its proposed rates, although not 
adopted, indicate additional changes are still required to address all of the member 
agencies' concerns. Both the current and proposed rates are structured to recover more 
fixed costs from fixed charges. In the proposed structure, variable costs have been 
disaggregated to accommodate wheeling. 

In order for MWDSC's rates to function, it will be necessary for the member agencies to 
make commitments for their system capacity requirements, which indicates that 
MWDSC is no longer able to provide for open-ended demands by its member agencies, 
which may exercise supply options to the detriment of others. 

Cost of service allocations are used to determine most of MWDSC's charges. However, 
under the proposed rates, the peaking surcharge is set as a punitive deterrent to 
peaking, without a direct correlation to costs. 
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noiesale rare structures range from simple to complex. Not surprisingly, the 


Ip t-n 

±C LU 

toward more complex structures in response to widening differences among customer 
that historically were a more homogeneous class. Some agencies that could be affecte 
bv wheeling are considering methods distributing the risk bv either entering int 
contractual commitments for capacity with their member agencies, increasing th 
amount of revenue recovered from fixed charges, or both. Where previously fewe 
charges were required, agencies are creating separate charges for separate costs so the 
member agencies can be charged for the specific sendees they require. 


3-4,1. Comparison of SCVWD with Other Agencies Surveyed 

The District serves wholesale municipal customers and retail agricultural customers, as 
well as numerous direct serve customers. Its rates are summarized below; 


Type of Charge 

Fixed 

Charges 

Variable 
Rates ($/AF) 

Basic user charge 



IVS&i 


$310 and $115 

Agricultural 


$31 and $11.50 

Treated water surcharge 



Contract water 


$70 

Non-contract water 


$0 

Water master surcharge 


$11.75 

Recycled water 


$80 and $20 


By comparison with the other agencies in this survey that only charge variable charges, 
the Santa Clara Valley Water District's rates are significantly more complex. The 
District's variable charges are also comparatively complex. There are reasons for this 
complexity: 


The District provides groundwater and surface water, which are managed 
conjunctively. Most wholesale agencies do not provide both groundwater and 
treated water and do not have to manage customer load shifting. 


serv6S whflr Iihvs nisroriCcilJ y H 00 .H 


significantly dife 


which has led to railroad ticket pricing. With the exception of 
ilso has operationally distinct zones, "postage stamp" pricing is 
n form of setting rates among the agencies surveyed. 
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• The District has significant use by agricultural and M&I customers, although the 
proportion of agricultural demand is gradually shifting. Most other wholesale 
agencies have relatively little agricultural demand, whose supply reliability, 
capacity requirements for growth, peaking characteristics, and water quality 
requirements are markedly different from M&I customers. 

• The District is legally constrained as to the maximum it can charge agricultural 
customers, a constraint that has no cost basis. 

With this complexity, the District has historically set its rates to achieve full cost 
recovery while balancing Board policy objectives that impose limits on its ability to 
rely on strict cost of service principles. The key variables involved in this balancing 
process that depart from strict cost of service allocations are: 

• The rate differential between agricultural and M&I rates. 

• The rate differential between zones. 

• The rate differential between contract and non-contract treated water. 

The District is not alone in setting rates that are not strictly cost based. The agencies in 
this survey have exercised discretion in setting several charges such as: 

• Fixed charges related to capacity, such as certain service charges based on 
equivalent meter units or connection size. These charges typically cover only a 
portion of the fixed costs associated with capacity. This is more often the case with 
wholesale than retail water agencies because wholesale connections frequently 
include standby connections. 

• Surcharges for excess peaking or groundwater pumpage, which may instead be 
based on the cost of alternative supplies or may be purely punitive. 

Limits exist on the extent to which the cost of service can be applied, beyond which 
judgment applies. The typical conditions that limit the strict application of cost of 
service allocations are related to policies that balance financial, rate payer equity, 
resource management, and legal objectives. 
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4. Data Management Improvements 
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4-1. Introduction 

4-1.1. Scope and Purpose 

The scope of this section is to provide the District with potential approaches to 
improving its management of cost of service and cost recovery data (i.e., accounting 
data required to determine revenue requirements and operational data required to 
allocate costs and calculate rates). The purpose of this information will be to improve 
the District's ability to identify costs at all points of delivery. 


4-1.2. Basis for Evaluation 


Our comments on data management are based on over 20 years of experience with 
setting rates for water and wastewater agencies. These agencies run the full spectrum 
in size from large regional systems serving retail agencies, like the District, to small 
systems of less than 100 accounts. They include both municipal (special districts and 
cities) and investor-owned systems. They also include agencies located in many states, 
as well as internationally. Every attempt has been made to evaluate the District's data 
management by comparison with similar agencies and taking into account prospective, 
as well as recent developments in the industry. 


4-2. Current Data Management Practices 


4-2.1. Data Requirements for Cost of Service Modeling 

While conducting the cost of service analysis, we had limited involvement with the 
District's data management systems. Most of the cost and operational data used in the 

cost of service analysis was readily available. If the District's data were not already 
well managed, greater effort would have been required on our part to work with 
source data. 


It was possible for us to develop the 

readily available sources for the mcs; 
service model and the data inputs. 


cost of service model based on data found in 
part. Figure 4-1 is a diagram of the cost of 
fhe cost of service model was driven almost 
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exclusively by proportional allocations. In other words, costs were attributed to 
services and were allocated in proportion to the use of the services. Other allocations 
could have been made, for example, that require greater levels of cost accounting and 
engineering detail for point-to-point allocations. 


Figure 4-1 
Data Input Sources 



Figure 1 indicates the sources of data for each the various components of the cost of 
service model. These sources comprise public and internal documents produced by 
the District. They represent a relatively few number of documents, without which it 
would have been necessary for us to develop the data from the appropriate 
departmental source. 
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4-2.1.1, Financial Reports 

8 


The documents containing the operating and capital expenses are nigh-quality 
publications. The District has received the Government Finance Officers Association's 
Distinguished Budget Presentation Award for them. They are not only excellent 
budget documents but also contain considerable additional documentation that is 
relevant to rate making. For example, the chart of accounts conforms with 


"functional" system of accounts recommended by the American Water 
Association, the California Public Utilities Commission, and the National Association 
of Regulatory Utility Commissioners. Such uniform systems of accounts are conducive 
to cost accounting that can be fairly allocated among users of each function. 


The budgets contain, detailed descriptions from which an independent party can 
usually make an accurate determination as to what function is associated with the cost, 
in setting rates, clear and logical explanations of the sources of data are essential 
documentation, and the published detail allowed for accurate classifications of costs 
for allocations without much assistance for District staff. 


The fact that the District budgets biennially, with an addendum after one year, did not 
affect the cost of service analysis. With these documents, it was possible to develop the 
cost of service model without the need for further detail from the District's accounting 
staff, although certain assumptions were required (see below) to bridge gaps in data. It 
is likely, however, that additional account codes will be required to introduce 
refinements in the District's rates. 

4-2.1.2. Operations Reports 


The District produces a variety of reports that identify the volumes of water managed 
by the District based on the source of supply, flow of water within the system, and the 
amounts used by each type of user. As with the financial reports, these operations 
reports contained most of the information required to allocate costs. 


The most useful report for deriving the allocation factors in the cost of service model 
was the Water Utility Rate Model. This spreadsheet analysis contained recent and 
projected water sales volumes for each of the District's types of water service, itemized 
by zone. The report also contains supplemental information not shown in the budgets 
related to long-term financial projections. Transfers, reserve fund balances, revenues 
from available sources are also shown in this report. Although it does not figure 
directly into the cost of service model, this supplemental information served as useful 
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The allocation factors were developed based on proportions of water use or imports 
with one exception. The allocation of the cost of Central Valley Project water was 
based on the cost paid by the District to the CVP, rather than on volumes of water 
used, because the District pays different amounts for M&I and agricultural water. 

The District has also analyzed its operations by reach as part of its recent debt issuance. 
This analysis indicates the flow of water from the various sources of supply 
throughout the system of transmission and distribution pipelines, pump stations, and 
treatment plants. With this analysis, the District determined the relative uses of its 
facilities by public versus private agencies. The cost of service analysis in this report 
allocated costs between the District's north and south County zones, but did not 
allocate costs to different reaches of the system. For these allocations, data were 
required to segregate costs and water volumes by zone, but not by reach. 


4 -2.2. Comparison with Other Agencies 

Large wholesale agencies have historically had simpler rate structures consisting of at 
least uniform quantity charges. This practice is in keeping with the mission to supply a 
comparatively homogeneous customer base with bulk water. The differences among 
wholesale customers were slight and complex rates were not warranted. Wholesale 
rates have become more complex as the differences among wholesale customers in 
other areas have become more pronounced.. 

The District's budgets compare very favorably with other agencies in the areas of 
reporting operating and capital expenses and in describing its reserve policies, which 
are all essential budgetary documentation. The presentation of the District's transfers, 
other sources of revenue, which are crucial for rate making is not as explicit, which is 
to be expected in budgets. For rate-making purposes, transfers to and from reserves 
and offsets from non-operating sources of revenue need to be netted against the 
operating and capital expenses to determine the revenue requirement. Typically, this 
form of presentation is only seen when agencies prepare specific rate analyses. 

The District's rate model is the best source of this latter data. This model presents the 
revenue requirements and revenue projections and constitutes what is sometimes 
considered a financial plan, as opposed to a rate model (which would include cost 
allocations). We note that the rate model tracks reserve fund balances. Of particular 
note is the manner in which surpluses are handled. As we understand it, surpluses 
from operations are transferred to the capital reserve. The combinations of these 
"balancing" transfers plus planned transfers maintain the capital reserve at acceptable 
levels. 


Hilton Famkopf & Hobson, LLC 


4-5 






Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis 


Data Management Improvements 


With districts that consist of member agencies (as opposed to situations in which a city 
provides wholesale service to suburban customers'}, it is common that surpluses are 
treated the way the District does as a transfer to reserves. Any surplus is retained 
within the water fund's reserves and held for future purposes (e.g., capital projects, 
rate stabilization). 


The Districts Performance Audit commented on ''emDeaded contingencies in the 
Budget, which result in over estimates in certain cases. Whether or not this has any 
ultimate detrimental affects was net discussed. If budgets are over estimated, the 
surplus is retained in the capital reserve and is therefore available in the future, 
presumably reducing the need to increase rates. We are aware of two agencies that 
have different practices for dealing with budget surpluses, which we will briefly 
describe. 


® Union Sanitary District, This district apparently patterned its approach after the 
City of Sunnyvale. Budget surpluses are retained at three levels: rate payers, 
district-wide, and departmental. Each department's surplus is apportioned to each 
level and is treated as a source of revenue in future years. The surpluses are 
viewed as savings that are available at each level either for reducing rates, for 
funding district-wide programs that are under funded, or as a credit toward future 
departmental budgets. At the department level, budgets can afford to be as lean as 
possible when there is a credit that Can be applied toward a deficit, if it Should 
occur. The District has noticed that over budgeting has gradually been reduced. 

® City of Santa Rosa. The City's water and sewer budgets (as well as other branches 
of city services) contain .an item referred to as "budget kickback." This amount is a 
few percent of the total and is based on the City's experience with budget 
surpluses. Its budgets are based on full budgets, but its rates are based on budgets 
minus a few percent to reflect the fact that over budgeting occurs. This adjustment 
stems from criticism from residents who were unhappy paying rates based on 
budgets that were known to be chronically on the high side. 


The approach the District uses to account for budget surpluses is simple, pragmatic, 
and compares well with the industry. The District tracks and projects the surplus in 
the rate model as an internal analytical tool for supporting management decision 
making. This is also true of the variances between water forecasts and actual 
purchases. If the District under estimates the coming year's water purchases, rates will 
be higher, and revenue will be higher. The resulting surplus is transferred to reserves, 
where again it is available for future needs. Again, the practical impact of over or 
under estimates may not be great because the problem is .self-correcting on a kme- 


umuiauve oasis. 
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The rate model is closer to the source data (particularly operational data) and was 
relied on heavily for developing the allocation factors in cost of service model in this 
report. We did not have to develop the costs or flow data from source data so we are 
unable to comment on how readily this can be done. 

The District's circumstances are currently comparatively simple compared with other 
wholesale agencies with more complex rate structures and supporting cost allocation 
methodologies. The District's data management systems are commensurate with its 
current circumstances and appear to be robust enough for potential adjustments. 


4-3. Potential Refinements 

The District's present budgetary and modeling documents provide the cost and flow 
data required to set its current rates. There may be refinements that could be made in 
producing these documents. However, we needed very little additional data in 
preparing the cost of service model and did not need to research the source documents 
and records that serve as the support for the budgets and operations reports. 

If the District changed its rates, refinements in its accounting data would probably be 
required, depending on the nature of the change and the type of cost of service analysis 
needed to derive the rates. 


4-3.1. Alternative Rates and Charges for Cost Recovery 

The District's current rates pool the majority of costs, differentiating between zone and 
separately identifying the costs of treatment. The resulting rates recover the District's 
costs exclusively through volumetric charges. 

4-3.1.1. Structural Changes 

The District could change its rate structure in a number of ways. For example, fixed 
charges could be introduced, such as: 

• Fixed charges per account to recover the costs of meter reading, meter maintenance, 
billing, and related customer service functions. The District has many individual 
accounts in addition to its major wholesale accounts. These individual accounts 
require a disproportionate amount of time to bill compared with the volumes of 
water used. Overall, such a fixed charge would probably recover only a few 
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connection. Such a charge could recover a significant portion of the District's costs. 
Introducing fixed charges to recover capacity costs raises a number of rate-making 
questions that extend beyond improved cost allocations. 

® Direct charges levied on customers for specific administrative or field services. 

Introducing fixed charges would require the District to aggregate the related costs to 
facilitate calculating the charge. Presumably the District maintains these data for 
purposes of developing budgets; if not, the District would need to establish the 
necessarv cost codes. 

J 

Variable charges based on volumes of water would allow the District to proportion 
costs differently. The data already exist for the most part to allow the District to 
develop rates based on the cost of service analysis in this report. Potential variable 
charges include: 

® Volumetric rates for each commodity similar to those in the unpooled cost model. 

® Volumetric rates with surcharges for each service similar to those in the pooled cost 
model. 

Finer gradations of cost and flow data could be developed to determine "point-to- 
point" charges for each customer, such as was done in the District's analysis of public 
versus private uses of the facilities. In Portland's case, its facilities can be segregated 
into distinct operational zones, which is conducive to deriving pdiht-to-pdiht charges. 
In the point-to-point approach to setting charges, both fixed and variable charges could 
be developed for purchased water costs, storage, pumping, transmission and 
distribution, and treatment. 

The point-to-point approach to developing charges can also be used for establishing 
wheeling rates. MWDSC is the best example of an ensemble of fixed and variable 
charges that is intended to support wheeling charges, although the specific wheeling 
charge has not been settled definitively. 


The types of alternative rates and charges that could be employed could require finer 

J X CD i i 

gradations of cost data by function, bv service, and by reach or zone and flow and 
capacity data by individual customer. Some of the charges could be developed from 


existing accounting data and customer billing records, which would need to be 
configured to perform the necessary allocations. For example, capacity related costs 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Utility Cost of Service Analysis 


Section 4 

Data Management Improvements 


(e.g., cash-funded and debt-funded capital improvements) could be categorized for 
allocation among customers based on average annual or peak demands (e.g., peak 
season, peak day, peak hour). Capacity related costs can be allocated based on historic 
purchases, projected short-term purchases, or long-term purchases, the latter of which 
might require contractual commitments by customers. 

Allocations in the cost of service model in this report were based on assumptions in a 
specific case. As noted in Section 2, the cost of groundwater recharge is not separately 
accounted for in the District's budget. If a separate cost code for this function was 
added, a surcharge for groundwater could be derived, as illustrated in the pooled cost 
model. 

The District's specific interest in determining the cost of service at every point of 
delivery may currently be feasible. Based on what we observed of the District's 
budgets, it appears that the District's cost accounting structure budgets portions of 
operations, maintenance, and capital costs by reach. Although we did not study the 
District's public versus private analysis in detail, the District also appears to maintain 
sufficient flow data by reach for allocating costs. If the District were to develop point- 
to-point costs to determine wheeling rates, the District would need to ensure that its 
information systems could provide easy and timely access to historical and projected 
data on the flow of imported and local water within its facilities. 

The District's ability to calculate point-to-point charges, as well as wheeling rates, may 
also be dependent on the rate structure. O&M costs associated with wheeling could 
presumably be recovered through variable charges. The cost allocations might depend 
on whether the wheeling costs were characterized as incremental or non-incremental 
costs (i.e., by "non-incremental" we mean that the wheeling costs are undifferentiated 
and pooled with other deliveries and charged at the same rates). The allocation of 
capital costs associated with wheeling could also be recovered through a variable 
charge, as is currently the case, or through a fixed, capacity-related component. 

Ultimately, a discussion of point-to-point charges and wheeling rates becomes a 
discussion of how the District would calculate the rates to serve a single customer 
within its system, which is an extreme case. Establishing these rates is largely a rate 
structure issue. The cost data and allocation formula will for the most part be dictated 
by the rate structure. The rate structure will need to be tailored to both the need to 
recover costs fairly as well as to the District's ability manage its accounting and 
engineering data. A complete discussion of this subject needs to consider not only cost 
of service mechanics but also rate structure policies, which is beyond the scope of the 
current study. 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Outline of Cost of Service Model Tables 
(Worksheet names in parentheses) 


Outline of Cost of Service Model Tables (Outline) 


I. Allocation of Operating Budget 

A. Source of Supply (Operating) 

B. Raw Water T&D (Operating) 

C. Water Treatment (Operating) 

D. Treated Water T&D (Operating) 


P AHrrvIr 

nui i sit 


ration 


sstirsn' 


II, Allocation of Capita! Projects Budget 

A. Cash Funded Projects 

1, Five Year CIP - Cash Funded Projects (5 Yr Cash Proj) 

2. Allocation of Cash Funded Projects (Alloc Cash Proj) 

B. Debt Funded Projects 

1, Five Year CIP - Debt Funded Projects (5 Yr Debt Proj) 

2. Allocation of Debt Funded Projects (Alloc Debt Proj) 

C. Summary of Capital Allocations (Alloc Debt Proj) 


111. Summary of Operating and Capita! Allocations (Aiioc Debt Proj) 


iV. Allocation of Other Revenues and Transfers to Reserves (Other Rev) 


V. Allocation Factors 

A. Allocation Factors-Operating Expenditures (Alloc Op) 

B. Allocation Factors-Caprta! Expenditures (Alloc Cap) 

VL Summary of Cost of Service 

A. Fully Allocated Cost Modei - Unit Costs (Summary) 

B. Pooled Cost Modei 

1. Surcharge and Pooled Cost Components (Summary) 

2. Unit Costs (Summary) 

C. Comparison of Unit Costs and Existing Revenue (Comparison) 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 

Allocation of Operations and Operating Project Expenditures 


Raw Water __ Treated Recycled 




FY 2000/01 



• Groundwater 



Surface Water 


Water 

Water 

Sub-total 

indirect Costs 

Totals 



Adjusted 

Alloc. 

Zone W-2 


Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 




Job 

Job Description 

Budget 

Factor 

M & 1 

Ag 

M&l 

as 

M & 1 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 






Table I.A. 

- Source of Supply 

















800001 

UST Site Specific Summary 

720,056 

G 

491,234 

10,496 

92,369 

125,957 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

720,056 

0 

720,056 

880000 

Program Management Summary 

375.847 

G 

256,409 

5,479 

48,214 

65,746 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

375,847 

0 

375,847 

890000 

Non LOP Program Summary 

139,400 

G 

95,101 

2,032 

17,882 

24,385 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

139,400 

0 

139,400 

Sub-iotal 

1,235,303 


842,743 

18,007 

158,465 

216,088 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

6 

1,235,303 

0 

1,235,303 

910101 

Land Development Review 

190,138 

Ind-SOS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

190,138 

190,138 

910408 

Regional Water Reliability 

143,981 

GST 

56,132 

1,199 

10,555 

14,393 

240 

240 

54 

240 

60,929 

0 

0 

143,981 

0 

143,981 

910410 

In-Stream Recharge Prog Devel 

295,792 

G 

201,794 

4,312 

37,944 

51,742 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

295,792 

0 

295,792 

910411 

Water Supply Reliability Plan 

141,460 

GST 

55,149 

1,178 

10,370 

14,141 

236 

236 

53 

236 

59,862 

0 

0 

141,460 

0 

141,460 

910412 

Operations Planning Water 

126,460 

Ind-SOS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

126,460 

126,460 


Sub-total 

707,693 


313,074 

6,690 

58,869 

80,275 

476 

476 . 

107 

476 

120,792 

0 

0 

581,233 

126,460 

707,693 

910501 

insurance & Risk Management 

31,492 

Ind-SOS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31,492 

31,492 

910603 

Environmental Compliance Supp 

68,296 

Ind-SOS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

68,296 

68,296 

910806 

Piezometer Replacement 

300,437 

GST 

117,127 

2,503 

22,024 

30,032 

501 

501 

112 

501 

127,138 

0 

0 

300,437 

0 

300,437 

910807 

Seismic Safety of District's D 

272,192 

GST 

106,115 

2,267 

19,953 

27,209 

453 

453 

102 

453 

115,185 

0 

0 

272,192 

0 

272,192 


Sub-total 

572,629 


223,242 

4,770 

41,977 

57,242 

954 

954 

214 

954 

242,322 

0 

0 

572,629 

0 

572,629 

910902 

Water Recycling Fac-Gilroy 

20,513 

R-5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,513 

0 

0 

20,513 

911101 

Water Rights 

88,022 

S 

0 

0 

0 

0 

27,302 

27,302 

6,116 

27,302 

0 

0 

0 

88,022 

0 

88,022 

911303 

Water Purchases-SWP 

11,000,000 

SWP 

4,865,784 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,134,216 

0 

0 

11,000,000 

0 

11,000,000 

911303 

Water Purchases-CVP 

9,204,159 

CVP 

1,563,685 

4,575 

538,511 

169,832 

39,908 

322 

10,854 

27,364 

6,849,107 

0 

0 

9,204,159 

0 

9,204,159 

911304 

Imported Water Program 

1,894,067 SWP+CVP 

472,191 

2,369 

61,227 

83,454 

4,237 

153 

1,429 

15,263 

1,253,743 

0 

0 

1,894,067 

0 

1,894,067 

911305 

Water Banking Program 

1,500,000 

GST 

584,782 

12,495 

109,959 

149,944 

2,499 

2,499 

560 

2,499 

634,763 

0 

0 

1,500,000 

0 

1,500,000 


Sub-total 

23,598,226 


7,486,442 

19,440 

709,698 

403,231 

46,644 

2,974 

12,843 

45,126 

14,871,828 

0 

0 

23,598,226 

0 

23,598,226 

911501 

Water Conservation Program 

5,142,629 

GST 

2,004,877 

42,839 

376,985 

514,071 

8,568 

8,568 

1,919 

8,568 

2,176,234 

0 

0 

5,142,629 

0 

5,142,629 

911502 

Water Utility General Outreach 

282,624 

Ind-SOS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

282,624 

282,624 

911503 

School Program 

253,254 

Ind-SOS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

253,254 

253,254 


Sub-total 

5,678,507 


2,004,877 

42,839 

376,985 

514,071 

8,568 

8,568 

1,919 

8,566 

2,176,234 

0 

0 

5,142,629 

535,878 

5,678,507 

911801 

Water Recycling - General 

1,079,466 

GST 

420,835 

8,992 

79,131 

107,906 

1,798 

1,798 

403 

1,798 

456,803 

0 

0 

1,079,466 

0 

1,079,466 

911803 

Bay Area Regional Water Recycl 

53,708 

GST 

20,938 

447 

3,937 

5,369 

89 

89 

20 

89 

22,728 

0 

0 

53,708 

0 

53,708 

911807 

Indirect Potable Reuse Feas St 

125,638 

GST 

48,981 

1,047 

9,210 

12,559 

209 

209 

47 

209 

53,167 

0 

0 

125,638 

0 

125,638 


Sub-total 

1,258,812 


490,753 

10,486 

92,278 

125,834 

2,097 

2,097 

470 

2,097 

532,698 

0 

0 

1,258,812 

0 

1,258,812 

912104 

San Felipe Reach 1 Operations 

329,036 

CVP 

55,900 

164 

19,251 

6,071 

1,427 

12 

388 

978 

244,846 

0 

0 

329,036 

0 

329,036 

912180 

San Felipe Reach 1 - PM 

193,009 

CVP 

32,790 

96 

11,292 

3,561 

837 

7 

228 

574 

143,624 

0 

0 

193,009 

0 

193,009 

912181 

San Felipe Reach 1 - CM 

218,014 

CVP 

37,038 

108 

12,755 

4,023 

945 

8 

257 

648 

162,231 

0 

0 

218,014 

0 

218,014 

912199 

San Felipe Reach 1 Gen Maint 

258,482 

CVP 

43,913 

128 

15,123 

4,769 

1,121 

9 

305 

768 

192,345 

0 

0 

258,482 

0 

258,482 


Sub-total 

998,541 


169,641 

496 

58,422 

18,425 

4,330 

35 

1,178 

2,969 

743,046 

0 

0 

998,541 

0 

998,541 

912202 

San Felipe Reach 2 Operations 

45,767 

CVP 

7,775 

23 

2,678 

844 

198 

2 

54 

136 

34,057 

0 

0 

45,767 

0 

45,767 

912280 

San Felipe Reach 2 PM 

24,304 

CVP 

4,129 

12 

1,422 

448 

105 

1 

29 

72 

18,085 

0 

0 

24,304 

0 

24,304 

912281 

San Felipe Reach 2 CM 

18,940 

CVP 

3,218 

9 

1,108 

349 

82 

1 

22 

56 

14,094 

0 

0 

18,940 

0 

18,940 

912299 

San Felipe Reach 2 Gen Maint 

67,326 

CVP 

11,438 

33 

3,939 

1,242 

292 

2 

79 

200 

50,099 

0 

0 

67,326 

0 

67,326 


Sub-total 

156,337 


26,560 

78 

9,147 

2,885 

678 

5 

184 

465 

116,335 

0 

0 

156,337 

0 

156,337 

912302 

San Felipe Reach 3 Operations 

155,253 

CVP 

26,376 

77 

9,083 

2,865 

673 

5 

183 

462 

115,529 

0 

0 

155,253 

0 

155,253 

912380 

San Felipe Reach 3 PM 

165,126 

CVP 

28,053 

82 

9,661 

3,047 

716 

6 

195 

491 

122,875 

0 

0 

165,126 

0 

165,126 

912381 

San Felipe Reach 3 CM 

125,098 

CVP 

21,253 

62 

7,319 

2,308 

542 

4 

148 

372 

93,089 

0 

0 

125,098 

0 

125,098 

912399 

San Felipe Reach 3 Gen Maint 

241,071 

CVP 

40,955 

120 

14,104 

4,448 

1,045 

8 

284 

717 

179,389 

0 

0 

241,071 

0 

241,071 


Sub-total 

686,548 


116,637 

341 

40,168 

12,668 

2,977 

24 

810 

2,041 

510,882 

0 

0 

686,548 

0 

686,548 
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Santa. Ctera:VaItey;W 0 :le#' Dis Wet 
F^;{FU«J : :01} 

Aifocffld'too of Operations a»Tid Project Expenditures 









Raw Water 





Treated 

FI Hi-cycled 







FV 2000/01, 



Groundwater 



Surface Water 


Water 

Water 


Subtotal 

tndiw-ict Costs 

ToteS's ■ 



Adjusted' 

At toe. 

Zone W-2 


Zone W-S 

Zone W-2 

ZcmeW-S . .. 


Zone:. W-2' Zcm®:W-5. 




Job: 

JobiDesaipikm v > 

Budget-' 

Factor 

M & 1 

£a 

M&t 

.AS 

M.&J 

M 

MAI 

fig 

Mjy 






TaW©'i;,A. 

SOppiy 

















91:4502 

WpM : ptt{i'tisi.nce Program 

1,478,639 

G 

1,008,751 

21,555 

189,680 

258,654 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,478,639 

0 

1.478*639- 

945S0t : ' 

G'rotind wafer! tewiiMonitoHnQ 

164,424 

G 

112,173 

2,397 

21,092 

28,762 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(} 

464,424. 

0 

464*424 

015502' 


370663 

G 

252,599 

5,397 

47,497 

64,769 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

370*263: 

0 

370,263 


StrliiOiai. 

534,687 


364,772 

7,794 

: 68,590 

93,531 

6 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

5341687: 

6 . 

: 534*687 

91:7601 

SdOii^ 

333;280 

GS-F 

123,931 

2,776 

24,431 

33,316 

555 

555 

124 

555 

14:4,036 

0. 

0 

333*280. 

0 

333*280- 

917680. 


s'3,6i:3: 

GST 

20,901 

447 

3,930 

5,359 

89 

89 

20 

89 

22,688 

0 

0 

53, : 6:13 

0 

'53-613 

■owesti 

Harm & Rum rvuir* CM 

110*441 

GST 

43,056 

920 

8,096 

14,040 

184 

184 

41 

484 

46,736 

0 

0 

410,444. 

0 

4t0-i44.4' 

9t76Q9 ; ' 


332;, 988: 

GST 

363,716 

7,772 

68,391 

93,260 

1,554 

1,554 

348 

1,554: 

394,803 

0 

Q 

. 332.853 

0 

. 932653 


■Subtotal' 

1,430;287; 


557,604 

41,915 

104,849 

142,975 

2,383 

2,383 

534 

2,383 

605,262 

0 

O': 

1*430^287 

a : 

1 .,.430687 

947904 

Wiiter ^Qiisiflty:: & :‘-Ftev^ :ViittsHd : Mgm 

1,478,824 

GST 

459,570 

9,820 

86,415 

117,838 

1,964 

1,964 

440 

1,964 

498,849 

0 

0 

1,1:78,824: 

0 

1,178624. 

917903 

:QmU«4diwa.i^r Llat» 

423*589 

G 

288,979 

6,175 

54,338 

74,097 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

a 

423,589 

0 

423,389 

9179.0© 


604*555 

: GST 

235,688 

5,036 

44,347 

60,433 

1,007 

1,007 

226 

1,007 

255,833 

0 

0 

604*555: 

o : 

6046S5- 

947942 

Gi/piwOwateitQo 

463,905 

■ ' G 

330,128 

7,054 

62,075 

84,648 

0 

0 

.0 

0 

0. 

0 

0 

483,905. 

0- : 

. 463605; 


swfefefei; : " 

2,690*,878 


1,344,365 

28,085 

247,146 

337,047 

2,971 

2,971 

666 

2,971 

754*682 

0 

0 

2,690,873 

o : 

2,69B;9?3 


SoI>4otat : ':Sour« of.SuppHf 

4-1,4.25,543 


14,919,461 

172,496 

2,156,272 

2,262,896 

99,380 

47,790 

25,039' 

95,352 

20,674,082- 

0 

20,513 

40,473,279 

952*264 ' 

41,426*543' 


Source of Supply 'Ailpcatipn Factors 

ind-SOS 


36:86% 

0.43% 

5.33% 

5.59% 

0.25% 

0.42% 

0.06% 

0.24% 

51.08% 

: 0.00% 

0.05% 

100:00% 




Indirect Cost Allocation 


Ind-SOS 

351,028 

4,059 

50,733 

53,242 

2,338 

1,124 

589 

2,243 

486,424 

0 

483 

952,264 

-952-,264. ’ 

0 



41,425^548 


15,270,489 

176,554 

2,207,005 

2,316,138 

101.718 

48,914 

25,62.8 

97,595 

21,160,506 

0 

20,996 

41-.4-25,543 

0 

41,425,'543 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 

Allocation of Operations and Operating Project Expenditures 


Raw Water __ Treated Recycled 




FY 2000/01 



Groundwater 



Surface Water 


Water 

Water 

Sub-total 

Indirect Costs 

Totals 



Adjusted 

Alloc. 

Zone W-2 


Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 




Job 

Job Description 

Budget 

Factor 

M & 1 

AS 

M & 1 

Ag 

MAI 

Ag 

MU 

Ag 

M&l 






Table I.B, 

, - Raw Water T&D 

















920101 

Land Development Review 

204,955 Ind-RWTD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

204,955 

204,955 

920407 

RW Stream Management ER/EIR 

67,179 Ind-RWTD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

67,179 

67,179 

920412 

Solid Materials & Waste Mgmt 

10,237 Ind-RWTD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,237 

10,237 

920414 

Environmental Strategy-FAHCE 

952,502 Ind-RWTD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

952,502 

952,502 


Sub-total 

1,029,918 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

0 

0 

1,029,918 

1,029,918 

920501 

Insurance & Risk Management 

12,508 Ind-RWTD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12,508 

12,508 

920603 

Environmental Compliance Supp 

239,042 Ind-RWTD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

239,042 

239,042 

922680 

Vasona Pump Station - PM 

15,726 

Zone 2 

7,434 

159 

0 

0 

32 

32 

0 

0 

8,070 

0 

0 

15,726 

0 

15,726 

922681 

Vasona Pump Station - CM 

30,735 

Zone 2 

14,529 

310 

0 

0 

62 

62 

0 

0 

15,771 

0 

0 

30,735 

0 

30,735 

922699 

Vasona Pump Station Budget 

36,871 

Zone 2 

17,430 

372 

0 

0 

74 

74 

0 

0 

18,920 

0 

0 

36,871 

0 

36,871 


Sub-totaJ 

83,332 


39,393 

842 

0 

0 

168 

168 

0 

0 

42,760 

0 

0 

83,332 

0 

83,332 

923703 

RW Process Control 

122,134 

GST 

47,614 

1,017 

8,953 

12,209 

203 

203 

46 

203 

51,684 

0 

0 

122,134 

0 

122,134 

923905 

Stevens Ck PL Blue Hills Lease 

145,982 

GST 

56,912 

1,216 

10,701 

14,593 

243 

243 

54 

243 

61,776 

0 

0 

145,982 

0 

145,982 

927601 

Raw Water T&D Gen'l Oper 

1,248,728 
















927605 

RW Facilities Sandbag Protectn 

16,798 
















927680 

Raw Water Trans & Dist PM 

109,725 
















927681 

Raw Water Trans & Dist CM 

82,921 
















927699 

RW General Maintenance 

2,254,212 

















Sub-total 

3,712,384 


0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


T&D - GST 50% 

1,856,192 

GST 

723,645 

15,462 

136,070 

185,550 

3,092 

3,092 

693 

3,092 

785,495 

0 

0 

1,856,192 

0 

1,856,192 


Recharge - G 50% 

1,856,192 

G 

1,266,323 

27,058 

238,112 

324,698 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,856,192 

0 

1,856,192 



3,712,384 


1,989,968 

42,521 

374,182 

510,248 

3,092 

3,092 

693 

3,092 

785,495 

0 

0 

3,712,384 

0 

3,712,384 

927801 

Corrosion Control 

68,290 

GST 

26,623 

569 

5,006 

6,826 

114 

114 

25 

114 

28,899 

0 

0 

68,290 

0 

68,290 

927802 

RW Corrosion Control 

134,862 

GST 

52,577 

1,123 

9,886 

13,481 

225 

225 

50 

225 

57,070 

0 

0 

134,862 

0 

134,862 


Sub-total 

203,152 


79,200 

1,692 

14,892 

20,308 

338 

338 

76 

338 

85,969 

0 

0 

203,152 

0 

203,152 


92XXXX Sub-total Raw Water T&D 

5,753,407 


2,213,087 

47,288 

408,729 

557,357 

4,046 

4,046 

869 

3,878 

1,027,684 

0 

0 

4,266,984 

1,486,423 

5,753,407 


92XXXX Raw Water T&D Alloc Factor 

Ind-RWTD 


51.87% 

1.11% 

9.58% 

13.06% 

0.09% 

0.09% 

0.02% 

0.09% 

24.08% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 




Indirect Cost Allocation 


Ind-RWTD 

770,939 

16,473 

142,383 

194,158 

1,409 

1,409 

303 

1,351 

357,998 

0 

0 

1.486,423 

-1.486,423 

0 


92XXXX Total Raw Water T&D 

5,753,407 


2,984,026 

63,761 

551,111 

751,515 

5,455 

5,455 

1,171 

5,228 

1,385,682 

0 

0 

5,753,407 

0 

5,753,407 


File Name: SCVWD COS v.5 
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Santa Clara Va!!ey Wafer District 
Wai&r : ErtjctfBTiss';Fund : !(ir lin'd: : .$1;). 

Aitbcdiidin ; (if : Op5^ tatsQhs’arud dperalihg: Prelect ■ Expenditures 


Raw Water _ Treated Recycled 


Job 

Job.-Paseriplion . 

FY 2000/01 
Adjusted 
Budget 



Groundwater 



Surface Waller 


Water 

Water 


Sub-tote! 

Indirect Costs 

'Totals 

Alloc 

Zone W-2 


Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


MU. 

6,336 

Zone W-2 Zone W- $ 

6;336. 

0 

6,336 

Factor 

M&i 

0 

AS 

0 

M&l 

0 

As 

0 

MAi 

0 

M 

0 

M&C Ag 

0 

0 

0 

0 

fftbfiiiE 

930412 

- Water'Trealnwrrt 

6,336 

T 


S'lib-iotaf 

6,336 


0 

0 

d 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,336 

O' 

0 

6,336 

d 

6,336 

930501 

Insurance-'iSt' ftisk'fehajjmerit 

36,797 

T 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,797 

0 

0 

36,797 

0 

36,797 

930603 

EnvirdOrttfintaf 'Compliance Supp 

603,291 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

603,291 

0 

0 

003,291 

0 

•603,291 

930806 

W T Operations Training Proqrm 

247,350 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.247,350 

0 

0 

247.350 

0 

, 247 V 3S0 



247,350 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

247,350 

0 

0 

247,350 

0 

247,350 

932307 

P.WTB Landslide Monitoring 

213,909 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

213,909 

0 

0 

213,909 

0 

21.;3,909 

932309' 

PWTP : 'Operatiops IGenerat 

1,326,442 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,326*42 

0 

0: 

1.326,442 

0 

1,326*42 

932310 

Pit Sludge'’Reni'ovaf Operation 

162,941 

T. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

162,941 

G 

0 

162,941 

0 

1:62,;941 

932380 

i PM 

170,1:87 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

170,187 

0 

0 

170,187 

0 ' 

T70,187 

93238*. 

: P^tt®i^a:Water'Ti^^erit:GM' 

24.5i.867 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

245,867 

0; 

0 

245,867 

0 

245,867: 

932399. 

■ Bertitebbi a': WTP ; 'G(ij : neraTMaiet 

183;505 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

G 

0 

0 

183,505 

0 

: -.6. 

t83;505 

0 

183,-505 


Syfetoial... 

2,302',851 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

d 

0 

2,302,851 

0 

0 

2,302,851 

0 . 

2,302,05! 

932805, 

8aPia : 7etes&:Wfc .Trmnt--Plant 

1.767,423 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,767,423 

0 

0 

1,767,423. 

0 

1,767,423 

932811 

: S-t‘iiAfT:tP'rSto : ^^ : H©;mOV€r.P: ■. 

11:0^054 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

110,054 

0 

0 

110,054 

0 

110,054 

'932880! 

Santa : T6t@ssS'Wtr T teatment: PM 

227.621'- 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

227,021 

0 

0 

227,021. 

0 - 

227i-021 

932801 


220,469. 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

220,469 

0 

0. 

220.469: 

0 

220,409 

■932899 

■ Santa' Tere^a.-Wt'r-GPiibrat: lifei nt 

2't^Gm 

T 

0 

0 

G 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.214,001 

0 

0 

244,001 

O' 

2i4idd : i 


Subtotal 

2,5381968 


0 

0 

d 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,538,968 

0 

0 

2,538,968' 

0 

2,538-868 

932912 

RineonaeU' ' t m 1? 

2,726,829 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,726,829 

0 

0 

2,726,82.9 

0 . 

2,726i829 

932913. 

Rtnc ■-vifFP/SIWga Rem/Lwr- Bed 

205,'660' 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

205,660 

0 : 

0 

205,660. 

0 . 

205,660 

932980. 

i r ■ T Keat'rrNEJtri.t.: PM 

326,745 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

326,745 

0 

0 

326,745 

0 

326.,745' 


Rinconada Wetter Treatment CM 

333,992' 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

333,992 

O' 

0 

33'3;'992 

0 

333-392 

932999 

Rinoonada' WTPT5 Bieral : Maint 

557,547 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

557,547 

0 

0 

557,547 

0 

557,547- 


Subtotal:... 

4,150,773 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O' 

0 

4,150,773: 

0 

6 

4,150,773 

0 : 

4,150,773 

933701 

WT P racess. Control. 

156,39! 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

156,391 

0 

0 

156,391 

0 

156,3.91 

934002 

Wtr district:' Laboratory 

2,033,419 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,033,419 

0 

0 

2,033,419 

0 

2,033,419 

937601 

Watar T reat'ner.t Genera' Oper 

812,931 

; t 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

012,931 

0 

0 

812.931 

0 

81'2.931 

937699 

WT Genera! Maintenance 

677,331 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

677,331 

0 

0 

07:7,33:1; 

0 

677,331 


Sbb tota! 

1,490,262 


6 

0 

0 

d 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,490,202 

0 

d 

1,490,262 

0: 

1,400,262 


93X)^-X^ ^ub-totsif’' W^ifer Treatment 

13,566,438 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,566,438 

0 

0 

13,566,438- 

0 

13,566,438 


93XXXX Water Tireatmt Alloc Factor 

Indi-T 


0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 0.007c 

100.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 




l ndirect. ■ Cost AlfocatSon 


ind-T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0. 

0 

0 

0 


93XXXX Total Water treatment 

13,566,438 


6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,566,436 

0 

6 

13,566,430 

0 

13,566,438 


Fite Name: SQVVyp COS v.5 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 

Allocation of Operations and Operating Project Expenditures 


Raw Water _ Treated Recycled 




FY 2000/01 



Groundwater 



Surface Water 


Water 

Water 


Sub-total 

Indirect Costs 

Totals 



Adjusted 

Alloc. 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 Zone W-5 




Job 

Job Description 

Budget 

Factor 

M & 1 

Aa 

M&j 

AS 

M&l 

AS 

M&l 

AS 

M&l 






Table I.D. 

, - Treated Water T&D 

















940101 

Land Development Review 

174,235 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

174,235 

0 

0 

174,235 

0 

174,235 

940501 

Insurance & Risk Management 

11,256 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,256 

0 

0 

11,256 

0 

11,256 

940603 

Environmental Compliance Supp 

79,669 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

79,669 

0 

0 

79,669 

0 

79,669 

943701 

TW Process Control 

20,256 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

20,256 

0 

0 

20,256 

0 

20,256 

947601 

Treated Water T&D General Opr 

218,870 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

218,870 

0 

0 

218,870 

0 

218,870 

947680 

Treated Water T&D PM 

132,588 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

132,588 

0 

0 

132,588 

0 

132,588 

947681 

Treated Water T&D CM 

141,534 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,534 

0 

0 

141,534 

0 

141,534 

947699 

TW General Maintenance 

424,234 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

424,234 

0 

0 

424,234 

0 

424,234 


Sub'total 

917,226 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

b 

0 

917,226 

0 

0 

917,226 

0 

917,226 

947801 

TW Corrosion Control 

141,862 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

141,862 

0 

0 

141,862 

0 

141,862 


94XXXX Sub-total Treated Water T&D 

1,344,504 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,344,504 

0 

0 

1,344,504 

0 

1,344,504 


94XXXX Treated Water T&D Alloc Ftr 

Ind-TWTD 


000% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 




Indirect Cost Allocation 


Ind-TWTD 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


94XXXX Total Treated Water T&D 

1,344,504 


6 

0 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

1,344,504 

0 

0 

1,344,504 

0 

1,344,504 

Sub-total Operation Expenditures 


















91XXXX Total Source of Supply 

41,425,543 


15.270,489 

176,554 

2,207,005 

2,316,138 

101,718 

48,914 

25,628 

97,595 

21,160,506 

0 

20,996 


0 

41,425,543 


92XXXX Total Raw Water T&D 

5,753,407 


2,984,026 

63,761 

551,111 

751.515 

5,455 

5,455 

1,171 

5,228 

1,385,682 

0 

0 


0 

5,753,407 


93XXXX Total Water Treatment 

13,566,438 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,566,438 

0 

0 


0 

13,566,438 


94XXXX Total Treated Water T&D 

1,344,504 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,344,504 

0 

0 


0 

1,344,504 


Sub-total Operation Expenditures 

62,089,892 


18,254,516 

240,315 

2,758,117 

3,067,653 

107,173 

54,369 

26,799 

102,824 

37,457,130 

0 

20,996 


0 

62,089,892 


Ind-Op Allocation Factor 

100.00% 


29.40% 

0.39% 

4.44% 

4.94% 

0.17% 

0.09% 

0.04% 

0.17% 

60.33% 

0.00% 

0.03% 


0.00% 

100.00% 
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Santa Clara Valley- Water District 
Wafer Enterprise : Fund(Fund'61) 

Allocation- of 'Gpbratl bins' and'-Operating Project Expenditures 









Raw Water 





Treated 

Recycled 







FY 2000/01 



Groundwater 



Surface Water 


Wafer 

Water 


Sub-total 

Indirect Costs 

Totals 



Adjusted 

Alloc. 

Zone W-2 


Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


Zoo® W-2 Zone: W-5 




Job Job;Description. . 

Budget. 

Factor 

i a i 

Ag 

M' & 1 

Afl 

M & i 

fig 

SJU 

Ag 

M-&1 






TabtolJEL 

- ■ AwmmStratfon & General 

















9SQ41-5 

W^ter''jjtH'itV : 'Miarkie)tfng Strafe 

257.150 

ind-Op 

75,602 

995 

11,423 

12,705 

444 

225 

111 

426 

155,,132 

0 

87 

257,150 


257,150 



257,1:50 


75,602 

995 

11,423 

12,705 

444 

225 

111 

426 

155,132 

0 

07 

257,150 

0 

257450 

950501 

insurance £■ Risk Management 

110,296 

Ind-Op 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

110,296 

110,296 

950601 

Water Liti^y General Managemt 
Tecnriifcai &■ SupooT Projects 

301,468 

Ind-Op 

88,632 

1,167 

13,392 

14,895 

520 

264 

130 

499 

181.867 

0 

102 

301,468 

0 

30.1*468 

950603 

1,36-6*519 

Ind-Op 

401,759- 

5,289 

60,703 

67,515 

2,359 

1,197 

590 

2,263 

824,383 

0 

402 

1,366,519 

0 

1,366,51-9- 

950606 

Adn'irislratiiin o? ,'rx:!< Pernils 

3,978 

Ind-Op 

1,170 

15 

177 

t97 

7 

3 

2 

7 

2,400 

0 

1 

3,970 

0 

31378' 

950608 


5,535 

GST 

2,150 

46 

406 

553 

9 

9 

2 

9 

2,342 

0 

0 

5,535 

0 

5*835 


Sub-total 

1,677,500 


493,718 

6,517 

74,677 

83,159 

2,895 

1,473 

724 

2,778 

1,010,993 

0 

565 

1,677,500 

6 

1,677,500 

961001 

Zcr.c W2 YV>r Revenue Program 

245,365 

Zone 2 

115,991 

2,478 

0 

0 

496 

496 

0 

0 

125,904 

0 

0 

245,365 

0 

245*365 

9S1G02 

Zone- W5 W‘.r Revenue Program 

506,099 

Zone 5 

0 

0 

206,143 

281,104 

0 

0 

1,049 

4,685. 

0 

0 

1 3,1 1 a 

506,099: 

0 

506,099 


Sub-total 

751,464 


115,991 

2,478 

206,143 

281,104 

4965 

496? 

1,049 

4,685 

125,904 

6 

13,116 

751,464 

6 

751,464 

951101 

Vason-a Meter TestFac Equip 
WaterlJdeMe^surementGeneral 

49,750 

GST 

19,395 

414 

3,647 

4,973 

83 

83 

19 

83 

21,053 

0 

0 

49,750 

0 

49,750 

951103 

883,158 

Ind-Op 

259,650 

3,418 

39,231 

43,634 

1,524 

773 

381 

1,463 

532,785 

Q 

299 

883,158 

0 

883,158 

951104 

WateFUse Measurement - S W 

24,381 

GST 

9,505 

203 

1,787 

2,437 

41 

41 

9 

41 

10,317 

0 

0 

24,381 

o 

24,381 


Sub-total 

957,289- 


288,550 

4,036 

44,665 

51,044 

1,648 

897 

409 

1,58S 

564,155 

0 

299 

957,289' 

0 

957,289 

951 : 201 

FWEcOnd'mic Water Rate Study 

275,874 

Ind-Gp 

81,107 

1,068 

12,255 

13,630 

476 

242 

119 

457 

166,427 

0 

93 

275,874 

0 

275,874 

957301 

Water Supply Plafining / Gr-xi 

230,358 

GST 

89,806 

1,919 

16,887 

23,027 

384 

384 

86 

384 

97,482 

0 

0 

230-358 

0 

230,358 

957401 


183,589 

GST 

71,573 

1,529 

13,458 

18,352 

306 

306 

69 

306 

77,690 

0 

0 

183,589 

0 

183,589 

957403 

Urban Water Management Plan 

135,856 

GST 

52,886 

1,130 

9,944 

13,561 

226 

226 

51 

226 

57,406 

0 

0 

135,656 

0 

135*656 


Sub-trta! 

31^245 


124,459 

2,659 

23,403 

31,913 

532 

532 

119 

532 

135*097 

0 

0 

319*245 

6 

319*245 

958099 

Periointencd Eifidfency & Accou 

7,587.190 

Ind-Op 

2,230,645 

29,366 

337,033 

374,858 

13,096 

6,644 

3,275 

12,565 

4,577,144 

0 

2,566 

7,587,190 

0 

7,587,190 

950602 

Anderson Hydrogerieration Syst 

76,470 

Ind-Op 

22,482 

296 

3,397 

3,778 

132 

67 

33 

127 

46,132 

0 

26 

76,470 

0 

76,470 

959603 

Anderson-: Hydrogen Piste Admin 

11 (h 655 

Ind-Op 

32,533 

428 

4,915 

5,467 

191 

97 

48 

183 

66,755 

0 

37 

110,655 

0 

11-0,865 

958680 

Aditerkm Hy'dtepderattdn PM 

8*719 

Ind-Gp 

2,563 

34 

387 

431 

15 

8 

4 

14 

5,260 

0 

3 

8,719 

0 

8,719 

958.681 

Antlferson HydrogOTpi-ation CM 

17,1:52 

Ind-Op 

5,043 

66 

762 

847 

30 

15 

7 

28 

10.347 

0 

6 

17,152 

0 

17,152 

958698 

An'cteiridi'v Hydifb 'Gen Maintenance 

29,1.20 

ind-Op 

8,561 

113 

1,294 

1,439 

50 

26 

13 

48 

17 567 

0 

10 

' 29,120 

0 

29,120 


Sub-total 

242,116 


71,182 

937 

10,755 

11,962 

418 

212 

105 

401 

146,062 

0 

82 

242,116 

0 

242,116 


95)<'XX>C:'Sub-teta:l : Administration & Ge 

12,408,,482 


3,571,081 

49,976 

737,240 

883,402 

20,389 

11,104 

5,996 

23,813 

6,978,396 

0 

1.6,810 

12,298,186 

110,296 

12,408,482 


95X.XXX Admin. & General Allocation Factors 

Incf-A&G 

23.04% 

0.41% 

5.99% 

7.18% 

0.17% 

0.09% 

0.05% 

0.19% 

56.74% 

: o.oo% 

: o. 14%. 

100.00% 




1 ndirect Cost Allocation 


Ind-Op 

32,027 

448 

6,612 

7,923 

183 

100 

54 

214 

62,586 

0 

151 

110,236 

-110,296 

0 


9SXXXX total Admin. & General 

12,408,482 


3,603,088 

50,424 

743,852 

891,325 

20,572 

11,204 

6,050 

24,027 

7,040,981 

0 

18,961 

12,40-8,482 

0 

12,408,482 

Total Operating Outlays 

74,496,374 


|— ill ill 1 1 — 1 || | — i III! 1 !■ ||— || III | — I III — 1 Ml a IT ' 111 1 

0 

37,956 

74,498:174 

O' 

-74,498,374 


Fite Name: SCVWD COS v.5 
WorkstvafttWame: OpA'/dten 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 

Allocation of Operations and Operating Project Expenditures 



FY 2000/01 



Groundwater 

Raw Water 


Surface Water 


Treated 

Water 

Recycled 

Water 

Sub-total 

Indirect Costs 

Totals 


Adjusted 

Alloc. 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 Zone W-5 



Job Job Description 

Budget 

Factor 

M & 1 

£2 

M & 1 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 





Table I.F. - Summary of Operating Budget 

Total Source of Supply 

41,425,543 


15,270,489 

176,554 

2,207,005 

2,316,138 

101,718 

48,914 

25,628 

97,595 

21,160,506 

0 

20,996 

0 

41,425,543 

Total Raw Water T&D 

5,753,407 


2,984,026 

63,761 

551,111 

751,515 

5,455 

5,455 

1,171 

5,228 

1,385,682 

0 

0 

0 

5,753,407 

Total Water Treatment 

13,566,438 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,566,438 

0 

0 

0 

13,566,438 

Total Treated Water T&D 

1,344,504 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,344,504 

0 

0 

0 

1,344,504 

Total Admin. & General 

Total Operating Outlays 

12,408,482 

74,498,374 


3,603,088 

21,857,603 

50,424 

290,739 

743,852 

3,501,968 

891,325 

3,958,978 

20,572 

127,745 

11,204 

65,573 

6,050 

32,849 

24,027 

126,850 

7,040,981 

44,49b, 1 12 

0 

0 

16,961 

37,956 

0 

0 

12,408,482 

74,498,374 


Fite Name: SCVWD COS v.5 
Worksheet Name: Operating 
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Santa Clara Valley Waler District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Ailocattonof Capital- Projects 


TafoleJLA.1 - - Five Year OP - Cash Funded Projects 




Budget FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

FY04 

FV05 

FV 01 thru. 05 

JOB# 

912106 

Cash Funded Projects ($ in Thousands) 

Pacheco Pump Station - Restroom 

58 





56 

912203 

Santa Clara Tunnel Landslide 

75 


- 

- 


75 

918501 

Almaden Dam Outlet Works 

233 

1,520 

250 

4,840 


: 6,843 

918703 

Fellows Dike Rehabilitation 

327 

370 

570 

240 

4,574 

: 6,08 T 

922502 

Central Pipeline Protect at Route 87 

144 

3 

10 


- 

- 127 

922607 

Vasona Restroom Modilications 

46 




- 

46 

924002 

Guadalupe River- Alamftos Fish Ladder 

1 

- 




f 

924501 

Coyote Canal Diversion Dam Fish Screen 

4 

- 




4 

924601 

Coyote Canal Extension Abandonment 

179 

1,025 

154 

- 


1,358 

324802 

Coyote Percolation Dam - Fish Ladder 

5 


- 



5 

924902 

Evergreen Canal Abandonment 

12 

- 

- 



■ '42' 

926302 

Kirk Ditch 

24 



- 


24 

926102 

Penitenda Fish Facilities 

3 





3 

926103 

Penitencia Pete Pond Levee RPR 

112 

- 

- 

- 


112 

926802 

Masson. Dam .Fish Ladder/ Screen 

11 



- 


11 

927401 

San Pedro Recharge Facility - Stage 1 (Lands 

761 





761 

932321 

PWTP Landscape & Erosion Contr. 

11 



- 


11 

932322 

Modular Water Treatment Pit (PWTP )• 

83 





83 

940803 

treated Water T&D Instrument Upgrade 

121 


- 



: T2i 

941701 

San Tomas Injection Well 

88 

- 

- 



88 

945002 

Binconada Reservoir Roof Rehab 

910 

241 

1,116 



i 2,267 


Total Cash Funded Projects 

3J77 

3,159 

2,100 

5,080 

4,574 



File Name SGVWD COS v,.S 
Wbrksh'eet'Neuti e: 5' S' r' 6ash'P raj. 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Allocation of Capital Projects 


Direct Costs 









Raw Water 





Treated 

Recycled 







Groundwater 




Surface Water 


Water 

Water 


Totals 




Alloc. _ 

Zone W-2 


Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 Zone W-5 


JOB# 


FY 01 thru 05 

Factor 

M & 1 

Aa 

M & 1 

Afl 

M & 1 

Aa 

M&l 

Aa 

M&l 




Table II.A.2. - Cash Funded Projects - Allocation of FY 00-01 Cash Funded Projects 













912106 

Pacheco Pump Station - Restroom 

58 

GST 

23 

0 

4 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25 

0 

0 

58 

912203 

Santa Clara Tunnel Landslide 

75 

GST 

29 

1 

5 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32 

0 

0 

75 

918501 

Almaden Dam Outlet Works 

6,843 

GST 

2,668 

57 

502 

684 

11 

11 

3 

11 

2,896 

0 

0 

6,843 

918703 

Fellows Dike Rehabilitation 

6,081 

GST 

2,371 

51 

446 

608 

10 

10 

2 

10 

2,573 

0 

0 

6,081 

922502 

Central Pipeline Protect at Route 87 

127 

GST 

49 

1 

9 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

54 

0 

0 

127 

922607 

Vasona Restroom Modifications 

46 

GST 

18 

0 

3 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

19 

0 

0 

46 

924002 

Guadalupe River- Alamitos Fish Ladder 

1 

GST 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

924501 

Coyote Canal Diversion Dam Fish Screen 

4 

GST 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

4 

924601 

Coyote Canal Extension Abandonment 

1,358 

GST 

529 

11 

100 

136 

2 

2 

1 

2 

575 

0 

0 

1,358 

924802 

Coyote Percolation Dam - Fish Ladder 

5 

GST 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

5 

924902 

Evergreen Canal Abandonment 

12 

GST 

'5 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

12 

925302 

Kirk Ditch 

24 

G 

16 

0 

3 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24 

926102 

Penitencia Fish Facilities 

3 

GST 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

3 

926103 

Penitencia Perc Pond Levee RPR 

112 

G-2 

109 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

112 

926802 

Masson Dam Fish Ladder/ Screen 

11 

G 

7 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 

927401 

San Pedro Recharge Facility - Stage 1 (Land: 

761 

G 

519 

11 

98 

133 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

761 

932321 

PWTP Landscape & Erosion Contr. 

11 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 

0 

0 

11 

932322 

Modular Water Treatment Pit (PWTP) 

83 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

83 

0 

0 

83 

940803 

Treated Water T&D Instrument Upgrade 

121 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

121 

0 

0 

121 

941701 

San Tomas Injection Well 

88 

G 

60 

1 

11 

15 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

88 

945002 

Rinconada Reservoir Roof Rehab 

2,267 

T _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,267 

0 

0 

2,267 


Total Cash Funded Projects 

18,090 


6,409 

137 

1,185 

1,615 

24 

24 

5 

24 

8,666 

0 

0 

18,090 




Cash CIP 

35.43% 

0.76% 

6.55% 

8.93% 

0.13% 

0.13% 

0.03% 

0.13% 

47.91% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% 


FY 00-01 Allocated 

3,177 


1,126 

24 

208 

284 

4 

4 

1 

4 

1,522 

0 

0 

3,177 


File Name: SCVWD COS v.5 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Allocation of Capital Projects 


Table ll.ai. - Five Year CIP - Debt Funded: Projects 




Budget FY01 

FY02 

FYQ3 

FYQ4 

FY05 

FY 01 thru 05 

job:# 

Debit Funded: Projects ($ in Thousands) 







910904 

South County Recycled Water impv. 

4,379 


- 



: 4,379 

911604 

Water Facilities Signage 

90 

100 

- 



190 

91.9005 

Lenihan Dam Outlet Modifications 

248 

220 

1,310 

260 

11,445 

: 13,483 

@23002 

Almaden Valley Pipeline Cathodic Prot. 

81 

- 


- 


81 

923702 

Raw Water Contra! System 

650 

- 

- 


- 

: 650 

927201 

Al macten Calero Canal Rehabilitation 

2,692 

- 


1,157 

600 

4,449 

932304 

Treated Water Improvement - Pen 

290 

149 

60 

60 

30 

589 

932804 

Treated Water Improvement - San T 

290 

249 

60 

60 

30 

689 

932904 

Treated Water Improvement - Rinc. 

299 

249 

62 

62 

30 

701, 

9,32325 

Stage 1 - Pen 

1,679 

451 

82 



; 2,212 

932825 

Stage 1 - San T. 

236 

110 

20 



: 366 

932925 

Stage 1 - Rinc. 

449 

539 

98 



1,086 

932328- 

Stage 2 - Peri 

18,599 

15,000 

1,250 

1,000 

1,000 

36,8.49 

@32828 

Stage 2 - San T. 

13,285 

18,600 

1,550 

1,240 

1,240 

3.5,915 

932028 

Stage 2 * Rinc. 

12,399 

26,400 

2,200 

1.760 

1,760 

44,519 

932319 

PWTP Control Center upgrade 

369 





369 

932320 

PWTP Ctearwelt Mods 

7 

- 

- 

- 


7 

932331 

PWTP Mechanic Repair Shop & Stor. 

172 

3,000 

764 

40 


3,976 


PWTP Zinc Orthophosphate 






0 


RWTP Zinc Orthophosphate 






0 

93281:2 

STWTP Roof Repairs 






0 

932927 

RWTP Landing Overhang Repairs 

131 





131 

934003 

New Water Quality Lab. 

6,373 

500 


- 


6,873 

941901 

SCVWD/San Francisco WD Intertie 

60 

27 




87 

943302 

Milpitas Pipeline Relocation 

365 





: 365 


Total Debt Funded Projects 

63,142 

65,594 

7,455 

. 5,639 

16,1:36 

■: 157,965 


File Nante: SGVWQ COS y.5 
Worksheet. Name: 5 Yr Debt Proj 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Allocation of Capital Projects 


Direct Costs 


Raw Water_ Treated Recycled 






Groundwater 




Surface Water 


Water 

Water 

Totals 




Alloc. 

Zone W-2 


Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


JOB# 


FY 01 thru 05 

Factor 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 





Table II.B.2. - Allocation of Debt Funded Projects 














910904 

South County Recycled Water Impv. 

4,379 

R-5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,379 

4,379 

911604 

Water Facilities Signage 

190 

GST 

74 

2 

14 

19 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80 

0 

0 

190 

919005 

Lenihan Dam Outlet Modifications 

13,483 

GST 

5,256 

112 

988 

1,348 

22 

22 

5 

22 

5,706 

0 

0 

13,483 

923002 

Almaden Valley Pipeline Cathodic Prot. 

81 

GST 

31 

1 

6 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

34 

0 

0 

81 

923702 

Raw Water Control System 

650 

GST 

253 

5 

48 

65 

1 

1 

0 

1 

275 

0 

0 

650 

927201 

Almaden Calero Canal Rehabilitation 

4,449 

GST 

1,734 

37 

326 

445 

7 

7 

2 

7 

1,883 

0 

0 

4,449 

932304 

Treated Water Improvement - Pen 

589 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

589 

0 

0 

589 

932804 

Treated Water Improvement - San T 

689 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

689 

0 

0 

689 

932904 

Treated Water Improvement - Rinc. 

701 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

701 

0 

0 

701 

932325 

Stage 1 - Pen 

2,212 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,212 

0 

0 

2,212 

932825 

Stage 1 - San T. 

366 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

366 

0 

0 

366 

932925 

Stage 1 - Rinc. 

1,086 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,086 

0 

0 

1,086 

932328 

Stage 2 - Pen 

36,849 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

36,849 

0 

0 

36,849 

932828 

Stage 2 - San T. 

35,915 

. T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35,915 

0 

0 

35,915 

932928 

Stage 2 - Rinc. 

44,519 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

44,519 

0 

0 

44,519 

932319 

PWTP Control Center upgrade 

369 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

369 

0 

0 

369 

932320 

PWTP Clearwell Mods 

7 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

0 

0 

7 

932331 

PWTP Mechanic Repair Shop & Stor. 

3,976 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,976 

0 

0 

3,976 

932927 

RWTP Landing Overhang Repairs 

131 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

131 

0 

0 

131 

934003 

New Water Quality Lab. 

6,873 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6,873 

0 

0 

6,873 

941901 

SCVWD/San Francisco WD Intertie 

87 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

87 

0 

0 

87 

943302 

Milpitas Pipeline Relocation 

365 

T 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

365 

0 

0 

365 


Total Debt Funded Projects 

157,965 


7,350 

157 

1,382 

1,885 

31 

31 

7 

31 

142,711 

0 

4,379 

157,965 


% of Total Excluding Indirect Cost 



4.65% 

0.10% 

0.87% 

1.19% 

0.02% 

0.02% 

0.00% 

0.02% 

90.34% 

0.00% 

2.77% 

100.00% 


Indirect Cost Allocation 



0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


Total Debt Funded Projects 



7,350 

157 

1,382 

1,885 

31 

31 

7 

31 

142,711 

0 

4,379 

157,965 


% of Total 


Debt 

4.65% 

0.10% 

0.87% 

1.19% 

0.02% 

0.02% 

0.00% 

0.02% 

90.34% 

0.00% 

2.77% 

100.00% 


2000-01 Debt Service 

1,475 

Debt 

69 

1 

13 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,333 


41 

1,475 


File Name: SCVWD COS v.5 
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Santa. Clara; Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund- (Fund'd 1) 
Allocation of Capital- Projects 


Direct Costs 


Raw Water 


Groundwater 


Surface Wafer 


JOB-* 


FY Of thru: 05 


AI toe. 
Factor 


Zone W-2 


Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 


Zon e W-5 


M & I 


m & i 


as 


M&l 


*a 


MSI 


Ag 


Treated 

Water 


f&l 


Recycled 

Water 


Totals. 


Zonie W-2 Zone W-5: 


TMfelfcG. '^s'uniimsry of Capital. Alterations 


Recap 


Cash Fund^d : iPtejects 

3,177 


1,126 

24 

208 

284 

4 

4 

1 

4 

1,522 

0 

Q- 

3, .177 

Debt. Funded Projects 

1,475 


69 

1 

13 

18 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,333 

- 

41 

1,475 

Debt- ServiCe-WI GO- Bonds 

2,. 196 

Zone 2 

1,038 

22 

0 

0 

4 

4 

0 

0 

1,127 

0 

:Q 

2,1'96 

fiaiVteMijHS'' ^iterfiindirio 

6,700 

GST _ 

3,392 

72 

638 

870 

14 

14 

3 

_.1£ _ 

3,6-81 

0 

:o 

8,700 

TOtel Capital 

15,548 


5,624 

120 

859 

1,171 

24 

24 

4 

19 

7,663 

0 

41 

15,548 

ToMG#’iki-Att0dation Factors 

100.00% 

I'nd-Cap 

36.17% 

0.77% 

5.52% 

7.53% 

0.15% 

0.15% 

0.03% 

0.12% 

49.29% 

0.00% 

0.26% 

100:00% 


Fite: Name- SGVWD.COS v.5 
Worksheet Name: Alloc Debt Proj 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Allocation of Capital Projects 


JOB# 


Alloc. 




Direct Costs 





Raw Water 


Treated 

Recycled 


Groundwater 


Surface Water 

Water 

Water 

Totals 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 Zone W-5 


Zone W-2 Zone W-5 



FY 01 thru 05 


Factor 


M & I 


Ag 


M&l 


*3 


M&l 


*a 


M&l 


Ag 


M&l 


Table III - Summary of Operating and Capital Allocations 

Ind-AII Allocation Factor Calculation 


Total Operations 

74,498 

21,858 

291 

3,502 

3,959 

128 

66 

33 

127 

44,498 

- 

38 

74,498 

Total Capital 

15,548 

5,624 

120 

859 

1,171 

24 

24 

4 

19 

7,663 

- 

41 

15,548 

Total Operations & Capital 

90,047 

27,482 

411 

4,361 

5,130 

151 

89 

37 

146 

52,161 

- 

79 

90,047 

Ind-AII Allocation Factors 

100.00% Ind-AII 

30.52% 

0.46% 

4.84% 

5.70% 

0.17% 

0.10% 

0.04% 

0.16% 

57.93% 

0.00% 

0.09% 

100.00% 


File Name: SCVWD COS v.5 
Worksheet Name: Alloc Debt Proj 
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Sariiar.Gfara Valley Water District 
Water'Eriteiprifflel'unci: :{Furid 01 ) 

Aifrihaticm b'f. Other Revenue & Transfers to Reserves 


FY 2000/01 

Adjusted Alloc., 

.Mj; ,i 0b''Be aci'lptioni. _ B ud get Factor 

Tislbte W. * 'Aifoeitton -of Other 'Revemte & Transfer® to Reserves 


inter-gov tmmenta? Services 

State Water Res, Cortl Bd (UST Prog) 
3an Bei’Mo County Water District 


(500,000) G 

jao^oooi cvp 

(700,000) 


Properly ".'axes 

Zone W-3 T®x 
Zone W 4 Ta« 

:k>bt Servk-.e Zone W.-t 
5 aVilari Water Conservation District 
State Water Project Tax 
Subtotal 


(2(33,000) Zone 5 
{2,003,000) Zone 2 
(2,1.96,000) Zone 2 
(247,000) Zone 5 
(8,500,000) GST 
(13,209,000)" 


Interest i'ncome 

Merest Income 


(5,188,000) Ind-All 


Other Income 
Other 

.'^d^Cigiri,tiraetWdt®r 
total: 'Cftiwir. Revenue 


(250,700) Ind-All 

_^ T 

(19,347,700): 


Operating.Reserve 'transfers 

WisrklngiGafiflfld'Appropifadon 56,000 Ind-All 

iSuppierri©r»taJ-Water.Siijiiply Appro. 3,008,000- GST 

'Ffeseive Fund . 500, 000 Ind-All 

Subtotal' 9,164,000 


: Tmjr».is44»FaEf. 

! CN^f^^feC: f^ftore; Years' Capital 7,029,534 Ind-Cap 

, Ceriairwotiarii-'Reserve® _ _^(rrd-Cap 

"Siiibtotel r 7,029,534 


total:Transfers to Reserves 16,193,534 


Total Other Rev. & Trans .To Reserves (3,154,166) 


Indirect' Cost Allocation 


Ind-All 


Total 




Raw Water 


Treated 

Recycled 



Groundwater 

Surface Water 

Witter 

..Water:.. 

.tadtectf Caste 

Totals 


Zone W-2 

ZoneW-5 

Zone W-2 

" Zone :W*5 


Zone W-2 

ZdneFW-S: 

M 6 1 Aq 

M & 1 Ag. 

M&l As 

M& i M 

M&t 




(341,108) 

(33,978) 

(7,289) 

1 JB. . 

(64,140) 

-JH.^ZglL 

(87,464) 

(3,690) 

(«>7) 

.P) . 

(236) 

(595) 

(148,828) 



(500,000) 
(500 OOO'j- 

(375,086) 

(7,388) 

(75,841) 

(91,154) 

(86 fT 

m 

(236) 

(595) 

(148,826) 



(TOOlOQOj 



(107,124) 

(146,079) 



(MS) 

(2,435) 


(6,817) 


(263,000) 

(946,873) 

(20,232) 



(4,046) 

(4,046) 



(1,027,802) 



(2,003,000) 

(1,038,109) 

(22,182) 



(4,430) 

(4,436) 


- 

(1,126,836) 



(.2,196,000) 


- 

(100,607) 

(137,192) 

- 


(512) 

(2,287) 


(6,402) 


(247,000) 

(3,313,763) 

(70,807) 

(623,101) 

(845,683) 

(14,161) 

(14,161) 

(3,172) 

(14,161) 

(3,596,990) 



(8 ; 500'i000) 

(5,298,745) 

(113,221) 

(830,832) 

(1,132,953) 

(22,644) 

(22,644) 

(4,230) 

(18,883) 

(5,751,620) 

(13,219) 


(« : ,otEB5o) 











(5,188,000) 

(5,180,000) 




• 







(250,700) 

(250,700) 


(5,673,830) 

(120,609) 

(906,674) 

(1,224,107) 

(23,511) 

(22,651) 

(4,466) 

(19,477) 

(5,900,455) 

(13,219) 

(5,438,7Q0)- : 

(19,347,700) 

3,355,867 

71,707 

631,018 

860,479 

14,341 

14,341 

3,212 

14,341 

3,642,693 


50,000 

500,000' 

56,000 

8,60:8,0(110 

500,000' 

3,355,867 

71,707 

631,018 

860,479 

14,341 

14,341 

3,212 

1.4,341 

3,642,693 


550;til» 

9 l ;i04;Q'OO 

2,542,710 

54,331 

388,219 

529,389 

10,625 

10,625 

1,931 

8,(319 

3,404,602 

18,484 


7,029,534 

2,542,710 

54,331 

388,219 

529,389 

10,625 

10,625 

1,931 

8,619 

3,464,602 

18,484 


7,.029,534- 

5,898,577 

126,038 

1,019,236 

1,389,868 

24,966 

24,966 

5,143 

22,860 

7.107,296 

18,404 

556,000 

16,t'93,534 

224,747 

5,429 

112,563 

165,761 

1,455 

2,315 

677 

3,483 

1,206,840 

- 5,265 

(4,882,700) 

(3,154,166) 

(1,490,171) 

(22,281) 

(236,452) 

(278,165) 

(8,201) 

(4,830) 

(2,013) 

(7,912) 

(2,828,400) 

(4,275) 

4,882,700 


.JL':®^424L. 

(16,852) 

(.123 ,§90) 

(112,404) 

(6,747) 

P.515) . 

(1,335) 

(4,429) 

. (1,621,559) 

.. -990 


>(8,i 154,166) 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Allocation Factors 



Raw Water 


Recycled 



Groundwater Surface Water 

Treated Water 

Water 

Total 

Allocation 

Zone W-2 Zone W-5 Zone W-2 Zone W-5 


Zone W-5 


Factor 

M & 1 Ag M & 1 Ag M & 1 Ag M & 1 Ag 

M&l 




Table V.A. - Allocation Factors-Operating Expenditures 


2000-01 (AF) 3 

117,000 

2,500 

22,000 

30,000 

500 

500 

112 

500 

127,000 

1,400 

301,512 

GST 

38.99% 

0.83% 

7.33% 

10.00% 

0.17% 

0.17% 

0.04% 

0.17% 

42.32% 


100.00% 

R 










100.00% 

100.00% 

R-5 










100.00% 

100.00% 

G 

68.22% 

1.46% 

12.83% 

17.49% 







100.00% 

G-2 

97.91% 

2.09% 









100.00% 

G-5 



42.31% 

57.69% 







100.00% 

S 





31.02% 

31.02% 

6.95% 

31.02% 



100.00% 

T 









100.00% 


100.00% 

Zone 2 

47.27% 

1.01% 



0.20% 

0.20% 



51.31% 


100.00% 

Zone 5 



40.73% 

55.54% 



0.21% 

0.93% 


2.59% 

100.00% 

SWP (AF) 1 

23,400 

0 







29,500 


52,900 

SWP 

44.23% 

0.00% 







55.77% 


100.00% 

CVP (AF) 2 

13,600 

186 

4,798 

6,539 

332 

12 

112 

1,196 

68,741 


95,516 

SWP+CVP (AF) 

37,000 

186 

4,798 

6,539 

332 

12 

112 

1,196 

98,241 


148,416 

SWP+CVP 

24.93% 

0.13% 

3.23% 

4.41% 

0.22% 

0.01% 

0.08% 

0.81% 

66.19% 


100.00% 

CVP 4 

$ 2,044,270 

$ 5,981 

$704,018 

$ 222,029 

$ 52,174 

$ 421 

$14,190 $ 

35,774 

$ 8,954,120 


$12,032,977 

CVP 

16.99% 

0.05% 

5.85% 

1.85% 

0.43% 

0.00% 

0.12% 

0.30% 

74.41% 


100.00% 


' Estimated. 

2 1997-1999 Average deliveries provided by SCVWD. 

3 Source-SCVWD Rate Model. 

4 1999 Cost provided by SCVWD. 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Allocation Factors 


_ _ __ ....__ __._Raw Water 

__ Groundwater _ 

Allocation Zone W-2 __Zone W-S 

Factor MJl! As M & I Aq 


Table v. si. 

- Allocation Factors-Capital Expenditures 



2000-01 (P 

IF) 3 

117,000 

2,500 

22,000 

30,000 


' : SST 

R 

38.99% 

0.83% 

7.33% 

10.00% 


R>5 

G 

68.22% 

1.46% 

12.83% 

17.49% 


0-2 

97.91% 

2.09% 




G-5 



42.31% 

57.69% 


s 

T 

Zone 2 

47.27% 

1.01% 




'Zone 5 



40.73% 

55.54% 

SVVP; :(AR) 

1 

23,400 

0 




SWP 

44.23% 

0.00% 



CVP (AF) 3 


13,600 

186 

4,798 

6,539 

SWP+CVF 

’(AF) 

64,200 

557 

14,393 

19,618 

S’ 

wp+cvp 

18.91% 

0.16% 

4.24% 

5.78% 

CVP 4 


$2,044,270 

$5,981 

$704,018 

$222,029 


CVP 

16.99% 

0.05% 

5.85% 

1.85% 


Treated Recycled 


Surface Water 

Water 

Water 

Total 

Zone W-2 Zone W-5 

(Contract Only) 

Zone W-S 


M & S Aq M & 1 AG 

m &; 




500 

500 

112 

500 

127,000 

1,400 

301.5 2 

0.17% 

0.17% 

0.04% 

0.17% 

42.32% 

100.00% 

100.60%. 

100.00% 






100.00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 

31.02% 

31.02% 

6.95% 

31.02% 

100,00% 


100.00% 

100.00% 

0.20% 

0.20% 

0.21% 

0.93% 

51.31% 

2.59% 

100.00% 

100,00% 





29,500 


52,900 





55.77% 


00.00% 

332 

12 

112 

1,196 

68,741 


95,516 

996 

36 

336 

3,588 

235,723 


339,447 

0.29% 

0.01% 

0.10% 

1.06% 

69.44% 


100.00% 

$52,174 

$421 

$14,190 

$35,774 

$8,954,120 

$ 

12,032,977 

0.43% 

0.00% 

0.12% 

0.30% 

74.41% 


100.00% 


1 Estimated. 

2 1997-1999 Average deliveries provided by SCVWD. 

3 Source-SCVWD Rate Model 

4 1099 Cost provided' by SCVWD. 


Hie Name: SCVWD COS v.5 

Worksheet Name; Aflec Cap. . Page 17 of 20 


HFH 5/30/2001 
2:01 PM 













Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 
Unit Costs 



FY 2000/01 
Budget 

- 


Groundwater 

Raw Water 


Surface Water 


Treated 

Water 

Recycled 

Water 

Totals 

Percent 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 

Zone W-2 

Zone W-5 


of Total 

M & 1 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

M&l 

Ag 

Pooled Cost Components 














GST 

26,480,020 

30.5% 

10,323,354 

220,584 

1,941,143 

2,647,014 

44,117 

44,117 

9,882 

44,117 

11,205,692 

- 

26,480,020 

CVP 

10,845,585 

12.5% 

1,842,545 

5,391 

634,547 

200,120 

47,026 

379 

12,790 

32,244 

8,070,544 

- 

10,845,585 

SWP 

11,000,000 

12.7% 

4,865,784 

- 

• • ; - 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

6,134,216 

- 

11,000,000 

SWP+CVP 

1,894,067 

2.2% 

472,191 

2,369 

61,227 

83,454 

4,237 

153 

1,429 

15,263 

1,253,743 

- 

1,894,067 

Zone 2 

(1,673,898) 

-1.9% 

(791,297) 

(16,908) 

,!■ . 

- 

(3,382) 

(3,382) 



(858,929) 

- 

(1,673,898) 

Zone 5 

(3,901) 

0.0% 


- 

(1,589) 

(2,167) 

- 

- 

(8) 

(36) . 


(101) 

(3,901) 

Subtotal-Direct Pooled Cost 

48,541,873 

55.9% 

16,712,577 

211,437 

2,635,329 

2,928,421 

91,998 

41,268 

24,093 

91,588 

25,805,264 

(101) 

48,541,873 

Ind-Op 

11,027,749 

12.7% 

3,241,773 

42,704 

491,580 

547,317 

19,027 

9,660 

4,766 

18,293 

6,648,786 

3,842 

11,027,749 

Ind-SOS 

952,264 

1.1% 

351,028 

4,059 

50,733 

53,242 

2,338 

1,124 

589 

2,243 

486,424 

483 

952,264 

Ind-A&G 

- 

0.0% 

- 

; - 

- 

- 

- 

"... 

- 

. . 


- 

- 

Ind-FIWTD 

1,486,423 

1.7% 

770,939 

16,473 

142,383 

194,158 

1,409 

1,409 

303 

1,351 

357,998 

- 

1,486,423 

Ind-AII 

(4,882,700) 

-5.6% 

(1,490,171) 

(22,281) 

(236,452) 

(278,165) 

(8,201) 

(4,830) 

(2,013) 

(7,912) 

(2,828,400) 

(4,275) 

(4,882,700) 

Ind-Cap 

7,029,534 

8.1% 

2,542,710 

54,331 

388,219 

529,389 

10,625 

10,625 

1,931 

8,619 

3,464,602 

18,484 

7,029,534 

Subtotal-lndir. Pooled Cost 

15,613,270 

18.0% 

5,416,280 

95,285 

836,462 

1,045,942 

25,199 

17,988 

5,575 

22,594 

8,129,411 

18,534 

15,613,270 

Total Pooled Cost 

64,155,143 

73.8% 

22,128,856 

306,722 

3,471,791 

3,974,363 

117,196 

59,256 

29,669 

114,182 

33,934,675 

18,433 

64,155,143 


100.0% 


34.5% 

0.5% 

5.4% 

6.2% 

0.2% 

0.1% 

0.0% 

0.2% 

52.9% 

0.0% 


Specific Cost Components 














G 

5,963,324 

6.9% 

4,068,273 

86,929 

764,974 

1,043,147 

- 


- 

- 

- 

- 

5,963,324 

G-2 

19,584 

0.0% 

19,174 

410 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


- 

19,584 

6-5 

- 

0.0% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- . 

- 

- 

- 

- 

S 

88,022 

0.1% 

- 

- 

- 

- 

27,302 

27,302 

6,116 

27,302 

- 

- 

88,022 

T 

16,605,101 

19.1% 

- 


- 

- 

- 

- 

. 

- 

16,605,101 

- 

16,605,101 

R 

- 

0.0% 

- 


- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

R-5 

61,397 

0.1% 

• 

“ 

- 

- 

- 

■ 

• 

- 

- 

61,397 

61,397 

Subtotal-Specific Cost Comp 

22,737,428 

26.2% 

4,087,448 

87,339 

764,974 

1,043,147 

27,302 

27,302 

6,116 

27,302 

16,605,101 

61,397 

22,737,428 


100.0% 


18.0% 

0.4% 

3.4% 

4.6% 

0.1% 

0.1% 

0.0% 

0.1% 

73.0% 

0.3% 


Net Revenue Requirement 

86,892,571 

100.0% 

26,216,304 

394,061 

4,236,765 

5,017,510 

144,499 

86,558 

35,784 

141,484 

50,539,776 

79,830 

86,892,571 


100.0% 


30.2% 

0.5% 

4.9% 

5.8% 

0.2% 

0.1% 

0.0% 

0.2% 

58.2% 

0.1% 


Subtotals 














M&l 

81,173,128 

93.4% 

26,216,304 


4,236,765 


144,499 


35,784 


50,539,776 



Ag 

5,719,443 

6.6% 


394,061 


5,017,510 


86,558 


141,484 


79,830 


Zone W-2 

77,381,197 

89.1% 

26,216,304 

394,061 



144,499 

86,558 



50,539,776 



Zone W-5 

9,511,374 

10.9% 



4,236,765 

5,017,510 



35,784 

141,484 


79,830 
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Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Water Enterprise Fund (Fund 61) 



Allocated Cost as a Percent of Total 

Service 

Existing 

Rates 

Unpooled 
Cost Model 

Pooled 
Cost Model 

1. Groundwater 

Zone W-2 




M&l 

41.74% 

30.17% 

33.33% 

Ag 

0.09% 

0.45% 

0.71% 

Zone W-5 




M&l 

2.91% 

4.88% 

6.43% 

Ag 

0.40% 

5.77% 

8.77% 

Subtotal 

45.14% 

41.27% 

49.25% 

2. Surface Water 

Zone W-2 




M&l 

0.19% 

0.17% 

0.15% 

Ag 

0.02% 

0.10% 

0.15% 

Zone W-5 




M&l 

0.02% 

0.04% 

0.04% 

Ag 

0.01% 

0.16% 

0.16% 

Subtotal 

0.24% 

0.47% 

0.50% 

3. Treated Water 




Contract 

49.85% 

52.21% 

45.05% 

Non-contract 

4.64% 

5.95% 

5.14% 

Subtotal 

54.49% 

58.16% 

50.18% 

4. Recycled Water 

Zone W-5 




M&l 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

Ag 

0.13% 

0.09% 

0.07% 

Subtotal 

0.13% 

0.09% 

0.07% 

Total 

100.00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 
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